The Predictive Power of Community, Family, and School Variables on Student Achievement on the NJ Ask Language Arts Literacy in New Jersey in Grades 6 and 7 by Fox, Meredith
Seton Hall University
eRepository @ Seton Hall
Seton Hall University Dissertations and Theses
(ETDs) Seton Hall University Dissertations and Theses
Summer 8-17-2015
The Predictive Power of Community, Family, and
School Variables on Student Achievement on the
NJ Ask Language Arts Literacy in New Jersey in
Grades 6 and 7
Meredith Fox
meredithfox1528@gmail.com
Follow this and additional works at: https://scholarship.shu.edu/dissertations
Part of the Curriculum and Instruction Commons, Educational Assessment, Evaluation, and
Research Commons, and the Educational Leadership Commons
Recommended Citation
Fox, Meredith, "The Predictive Power of Community, Family, and School Variables on Student Achievement on the NJ Ask Language
Arts Literacy in New Jersey in Grades 6 and 7" (2015). Seton Hall University Dissertations and Theses (ETDs). 2086.
https://scholarship.shu.edu/dissertations/2086
  
        
   
 
 
THE PREDICTIVE POWER OF COMMUNITY, FAMILY, AND SCHOOL VARIABLES ON 
STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT ON THE NJ ASK LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY IN NEW 
JERSEY IN GRADES 6 AND 7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Meredith Fox 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dissertation Committee 
 
Anthony Colella, Ph.D., Mentor 
Jan Furman, Ed.D., Second Reader 
Christopher Tienken. Ed.D. 
Claire Reder, Psy.D. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Submitted in partial fulfillment of the  
requirements for the degree of 
Doctor of Education 
 
 
Seton Hall University 
 
May 2015 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
© 2015 Meredith Fox 
 
 

   
 
iii 
Acknowledgments 
 I would like to begin by thanking my dissertation committee members for their 
motivation and support throughout this process.  As any doctoral student knows, having a 
dedicated dissertation committee is the key to successful defense. 
To Dr. Anthony Colella, I thank you for always being available to me whenever I needed 
guidance during this process.  I thoroughly enjoyed our many conversations over the years!  
Your work and insight into the world of education has inspired me in more ways than you can 
imagine.  I hope to one day visit the wonderful state of Tennessee and cross paths with you 
again.   
 To Dr. Jan Furman, I am very thankful for all of the wonderful advice you have given me 
over the past few years.  I truly feel blessed to have had you not only as a committee member, 
but also as a professor in the program.  Your extensive experience in education gave me and my 
colleagues a lot to consider as we move forward in our careers.  I thank you for your devotion to 
me and my dissertation over the past two years.   
 To Dr. Chris Tienken, I can not thank you enough for your words of wisdom and 
encouragement throughout this journey.  I would be remiss if I did not also thank you for the 
many laughs you provided, mostly at Kevin’s expense, and for your constant reassurance that 
every timeline was reachable, no matter how tight, and that every chapter would somehow get 
completed.  Your knowledge of teaching and learning is inspiring and I look forward to learning 
more from you in the years to come.   
To Dr. Claire Reder, thank you for agreeing to be part of my committee and for your 
support and friendship over the last ten years.  It was you who told me all those years ago that I 
could do it and for that, I will forever be grateful.  Thank you from the bottom of my heart.   
   
 
iv 
Dedication 
I dedicate this dissertation to my parents, Richard and the late Anna Fox, my late 
grandfather, Ronald Durbin, my husband Thomas Hartigan and our children, Samantha and 
Taylor Hartigan, my friend and colleague, Dr. Kevin McCahill.  Without their unconditional love 
and support, this important work could not have been accomplished.   
To my father, Richard Fox, thank you for your love, support, and guidance over the 
years.  Dad, without you, none of this would be possible.  From the time I was a little girl, you 
have supported my decisions and pushed me to be the best I could be, no matter what the 
challenge was ahead.  I have made it through many challenges in life because you have been by 
my side and the completion of this dissertation is no different.  Your nightly text messages and 
weekly phone calls checking in on my progress gave me the encouragement I needed to cross the 
finish line.  Thank you. 
To my late mother, Anna Fox, who left this world way too soon and did not get to 
witness this wonderful accomplishment.  Mom, you taught me at a very early age that no matter 
what, everything would all work out in the end as long as hard work was involved.  Your work 
ethic was admirable and you truly taught me how to approach a challenge with confidence.  I 
miss your humor and free spirit every day, but I know you are smiling down on me now.  As we 
always said, “Go big or go home!”  I did it! 
To my late grandfather, Ronald Durbin, thank you for starting the tradition of collecting 
my school report cards when I was five years old so you could reward me for hard work and 
excellence in school.  Pop, your interest in my accomplishments made me feel proud and gave 
me the confidence I needed to be successful.  You inspire me every day to push my students to 
work hard and achieve their dreams.  I miss you dearly. 
   
 
v 
To my husband Tom, thank you for your unending patience and understanding 
throughout this grueling process.  I know it is not easy to run a household while your wife is 
locked in her office researching and typing for hours on end but you did it with a smile.  You 
made me laugh when I wanted to cry and you pushed me to the very end.  You gave me all the 
support and love I could ask for.  For that, I will always be grateful.  Always remember, I love 
you more. 
 To Samantha and Taylor, thank you for understanding when I needed to “study” and for 
your sacrifices throughout this process.  You’ve watched me work hard to achieve this goal over 
the past several years and I hope that this dissertation is an inspiration for you to work hard to 
achieve your dreams.  Remember, no one can get in the way of your dreams without your 
permission.  Stay focused, work hard, and always believe in yourself.  I love you both. 
 To Dr. Kevin McCahill, my friend and colleague, thank you for everything.  When our 
paths crossed at orientation, I had no idea how inspirational you would be and how important our 
friendship would become.  You have guided me through the bumps, bends, and forks in the road 
and without you, I am not sure I would have ever learned the art of “chipping away”.  I will 
forever be grateful for the levity you brought when I needed it most.  Thank you for your 
friendship and your guidance.  I could not have done this without you. 
 Finally, to my friends and colleagues at Nanuet, thank you.  I feel truly blessed to work 
among some of the most dedicated, hard working professionals in education.  You have all 
supported me through this journey and I look forward to sharing this accomplishment with you 
and all of our students in Nanuet.  To Donna Lennane, my friend and mentor, I thank you for 
giving me the confidence to forge ahead in school leadership.  You taught me more about 
leadership and teaching and learning than anyone I have ever known and for that, I am forever 
   
 
vi 
appreciative.  Last but not least, thank you to Jayne Fox Knips, for encouraging me to pursue a 
career in education when I was uncertain about my what path to take many years ago.  Your 
passion for teaching, along with your love and kindness, are what inspired me to enter the field 
of education.   
 
 “A teacher affects eternity; he can never tell where his influence stops”--Henry Adams 
 
All of you will never know the influence you have had on me.  Thank you from the 
bottom of my heart.  This accomplishment is dedicated to you. 
   
 
ii 
 
Abstract 
 
THE PREDICTIVE POWER OF COMMUNITY, FAMILY, AND SCHOOL VARIABLES ON 
STUDENT ACHIEVEMENT ON THE NJ ASK LANGUAGE ARTS LITERACY IN NEW 
JERSEY IN GRADES 6 AND 7 
 
 This non-experimental, correlational, explanatory, cross-sectional study using 
quantitative methods sought to determine which combination of 20 out-of-school community  
demographic factors, while controlling for two school level variables, predicted and accounted 
for the most variance in New Jersey schools’ percentages of students scoring Proficient or above 
on the 2010 NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy in sixth and seventh grades.  This study focused on 
both community variables and school level variables to determine whether the current federal 
and state evaluation policies in place for schools and school personnel that utilize student 
outcomes on high-stakes standardized assessments are reasonable.  The study examined over 300 
schools in New Jersey.  Using simultaneous and hierarchical linear regression, two community  
variables, households over $200,000 and female households in poverty, were identified as 
statistically significant predictors at both grade levels.  The contribution of households over 
$200,000 ranged between 1.2% and 44%.  Although statistically significant in both grades, 
female households in poverty contributed a small amount of variance, ranging from 1% to 1.8%.  
Two other variables that represent poverty, all families in poverty and all people under poverty 
for 12 months, were also present in both grades, contributing from 3% to 48% of the variance in 
the models.  These findings illustrated that family and community variables influence student 
achievement on high-stakes assessments in Grades 6 and 7.  At the Grade 6 level, 76% of 
schools’ percentage of students scoring Proficient or above on the 2010 NJ ASK LAL were 
accurately predicted.  At the Grade 7 level, 71.76% of schools’ percentage of students scoring 
Proficient or above on the NJ ASK LAL 2010 were accurately predicted. 
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CHAPTER I 
 
INTRODUCTION 
Introduction 
 Since the inception of the No Child Left Behind Act (United States Department of 
Education, 2002), there has been increased pressure from policymakers to demonstrate evidence 
of improved student performance and educator effectiveness.  On a state and national level, there 
is a move to utilize the results of standardized state-mandated assessments to assess student 
achievement, teacher effectiveness, and administrator effectiveness.  As Maylone (2002) 
explained, President Bush’s education policies changed the way America’s schools are 
evaluated.  Increased attention is paid to school accountability via quantitative data from 
standardized tests, and more emphasis has been placed on higher standards of student and 
teacher output as measured by results from those tests.  School personnel face sanctions for 
failure.  Overall, school administrator, teacher, and student achievement is now based in part on 
how well students perform on some type of high-stakes state-mandated assessment.   
High-stakes testing policies attach consequences to school personnel based on student 
academic performance with the goal of incentivizing teacher effectiveness and student 
achievement (Herman & Haertel, 2005; Ryan, 2004).  The rationale is that by attaching 
significant rewards or serious threats to student achievement on high-stakes assessments, 
educators will be prompted to work harder (Nichols, Glass, & Berliner, 2012).   
 Public school personnel are judged on how their students perform on such assessments.  
Since the passage of President Bush’s No Child Left Behind Act, many more states have 
followed suit.  NCLB mandated the most intrusive use of tests for influencing how and what 
teachers would teach and how and what students would learn (Nichols, Glass, & Berliner, 
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2012).  NCLB has led the public to believe that when students score high on assessments, 
teachers and administrators in the district are of high quality or highly effective.  
Unfortunately, the opposite also remains true.  When students perform poorly on state 
standardized assessments, staff is assumed to be ineffective.  As Popham (1999) explained, 
“In either case, because educational quality is being measured by the wrong yardstick, those 
evaluations are apt to be in error” (p. 8).  The state standardized assessments currently in use 
were not designed or validated to make determinations about teacher effectiveness, yet they 
are used that way in every state that received a Race to the Top grant.  According to the 
United States Department of Education (2009): 
The Race to the Top Grant is a competitive grant program designed to encourage and 
reward States that are creating the conditions for education innovation and reform; 
achieving significant improvement in student outcomes, including making substantial 
gains in student achievement, closing achievement gaps, improving high school 
graduation rates, and ensuring student preparation for success in college and careers; and 
implementing ambitious plans in four core education reform areas: 
! Adopting standards and assessments that prepare students to succeed in  
college and the workplace and to compete in the global economy; 
! Building data systems that measure student growth and success, and inform 
teachers and principals about how they can improve instruction; 
! Recruiting, developing, rewarding, and retaining effective teachers and 
principals, especially where they are needed most; and 
! Turning around our lowest-achieving schools. 
Race to the Top will reward States that have demonstrated success in raising student 
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achievement and have the best plans to accelerate their reforms in the future. These 
States will offer models for others to follow and will spread the best reform ideas across 
their States, and across the country (p. 2). 
The gradual adoption of high-stakes accountability measures across the country has 
prompted several studies to be conducted on the effectiveness of using student achievement data 
to measure educator effectiveness.  Nichols, Glass, & Berliner (2012) explain that policymakers 
continue to argue for its effectiveness through the reauthorization of NCLB and the development 
of new state evaluation processes, despite evidence to the contrary.  Most of the research that 
was conducted around the time of the passing of NCLB provides little support for the use of 
high-stakes assessments as a measure of student achievement or as an influencer of increased 
graduation rates (Amrein & Berliner, 2002; Braun, 2004, Rosenshine, 2003; Haney et al., 2004; 
Heubert & Hauser, 1999; Marchant & Paulson, 2005).  In fact, results from empirical studies 
suggest that high-stakes assessment results have little or no relationship to student reading 
achievement and a weak to moderate relationship to math (Braun, Wang, Jenkins, & Weinbaum, 
2006; Braun, Chapman, & Vezzu, 2010; Figlio & Ladd, 2008; Nichols, Glass, and Berliner, 
2006).  The results from such tests most commonly relate to factors outside of the control of 
educators, such as student eligibility for free lunch (Sirin, 2005) 
A follow-up study examining state policy accountability as it relates to 2005, 2007, and 
2009 National Assessment for Education Progress (NAEP) revealed that the amount of pressure 
exerted on students and educators as a result of high-stakes accountability policies is related to 
increases in achievement in math more consistently than in reading (Nichols, Glass, & Berliner, 
2012).  However, the data are unclear because it is difficult to measure whether or not gains in 
student achievement are really a result of better instruction or a result of educators growing more 
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efficient at simply training students to take the test due to the pressure to avoid ineffective 
ratings. 
Further complicating this approach to assessing educator effectiveness is the fact that the 
results from standardized achievement tests are influenced not only by what students learned 
inside of school, but also what they learned outside of school as well (Popham, 1999).  Herein 
lies another problem with the reliance on standardized assessments to judge educator 
effectiveness and school quality.  If children come from advantaged families in which they are 
provided many opportunities to learn, then they are more likely to perform well on standardized 
assessments than students who come from environments in which learning outside of school is 
minimal (Popham, 1999).   
Researchers have determined that the higher a student’s socioeconomic status is, the 
more likely they will perform well on standardized assessments.  Tienken (2012) cites poverty as 
one of the factors that negatively impacts student performance on state assessments, actually 
accounting for up to 60% of the variance in standardized test scores.  Therefore, a problem 
occurs when policymakers make determinations about educator effectiveness based on student 
performance on one standardized assessment that does not take into account where students start 
based on their socioeconomic status (Tienken & Orlich, 2013).  There is a need for further 
quantitative research to be conducted to determine whether or not community factors are 
predictors for student success on NJ ASK in Language Arts Literacy in Grades 6 and 7. 
Theoretical Framework 
 Existing literature on the relationship between out-of-school influences on student 
achievement indicates that many factors, including SES, can directly impact student achievement 
on high-stakes assessments.  Maylone (2002) suggested that results from high-stakes 
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standardized assessments might explain little about student achievement because of the impact 
the out-of-school variables were found to have on student scores.  As previously mentioned, 
results from high-stakes assessments are increasingly being used as a tool for education reform.  
However, of note is the fact that many of these high-stakes assessments are not actually designed 
to effectively measure teacher quality.  As Turnamian (2012) explains: 
Education policymakers may be rewarding or punishing school districts based on a false 
paradigm by using high-stakes test data to identify quality and success in school districts 
without consideration or control for other significant socioeconomic variables proven to 
impact student achievement as measured by standardized assessments (p. 90). 
My purpose for this study was to offer an extension of the research that has already been 
completed examining the community, family, and district factors that impact student 
achievement.  This study was rooted in the idea that policymakers should operate with the 
intention of creating opportunities for all students to achieve.  Ecological systems theory, the 
vision of Urie Bronfenbrenner, a pioneer in studying the behavior of children in their natural life 
space of family, school, peer group, and community, guided this study, as it required an 
examination of the key circles of influence, family, school, and community, that surround 
children and how they either hinder or encourage upward student mobility and equity in society 
(Brendtro, 2006).  The theory operates on the premise that the circles of influence around a child 
often operate in a broader cultural, economic, and political context, which can all impact a 
child’s behavior and achievement (Phelan, 2004).   
According to Brofenbrenner’s ecological systems theory, the only way one can gain an 
accurate understanding of a child is by considering the child’s family, peer group, school, and 
community.  Therefore, this theory challenges narrow approaches of assessment.  From an 
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ecological approach, any attempt at measuring a child’s ability using isolated assessment 
instruments is considered pseudo-science (Brendtro, 2006).  Rather, one must consider the 
transactions of the child with the family, school, and community if they plan to draw conclusions 
about a child’s success in society. 
 Brofenbrenner’s ecological systems theory is in direct conflict with the current policy in 
New Jersey that utilizes results from high-stakes assessments to measure student achievement 
and make determinations about students and the educators who work with them.  His hope was 
that his theory would change public policies that are antagonistic to youth development.  His 
original research led the Head Start movement that attempted to educate disadvantaged youth.  
Tienken and Orlich (2013) explain that this modern school reform movement may actually lead 
education down the opposite path by “Balkanizing and siloing students along economic and 
racial lines” (p. xv).  Brofenbrenner’s belief that the most direct impact on children resides in his 
or her immediate sphere of influence does not align with what policymakers in New Jersey have 
proposed through the TEACHNJ model.  Perhaps educators who are labeled ineffective based on 
student achievement on state-mandated high-stakes assessments are not really ineffective at all.  
Perhaps the indicators used, the standardized test results, are too blunt an instrument to capture 
the effects of the teacher.  
Statement of the Problem 
One consequence of the Race to the Top competitive grant program and NCLB waivers 
has been increased policy pressure from policymakers to link student performance on state 
mandated standardized tests as one important indicator of teacher effectiveness.  On a state and 
national level, there is a move to utilize the results of standardized assessments to assess teacher 
quality. President Obama’s administration has continued with the NCLB-style reform efforts by 
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funding the Race to the Top (RTTT) grant program, which entices states to implement new 
accountability standards for educators and administrators.  Increased attention is paid to school 
accountability, a stronger emphasis has been placed on higher curriculum standards and student 
performance on state-mandated standardized tests, and school personnel face sanctions that 
escalate with each passing year.  Under NCLB, the federal government can use the threat of 
withdrawing ESEA funds to bring significant pressure on states, school districts, and schools to 
meet the demands of the law (Fowler, 2013).  Overall, school, teacher, and student success is 
based on how students perform on some type of standardized assessment.  Across the nation, 
state education bureaucrats are moving toward a policy model in which teachers are evaluated 
based on student performance on state assessments.   
 In New Jersey, the teacher evaluation system is defined under the Teacher Effectiveness 
and Accountability for the Children of New Jersey Act (TEACHNJ Act), a bipartisan tenure 
reform that was signed into law by Governor Chris Christie on August 6, 2012.  According to the 
New Jersey Department of Education (NJDOE, 2013), prior to this law, New Jersey’s state 
policies did not clearly differentiate performance among educators, provide feedback or 
opportunities for professional development, or produce data to inform important personnel 
decisions such as tenure.  The state-advertised purpose of TEACHNJ is to raise student 
achievement by improving instruction through the use of evaluations, inform professional 
development, and inform personnel decisions, including decisions about educator tenure.  Those 
impacted by the legislation include teachers, principals, assistant principals, superintendents, 
assistant superintendents, school nurses, school athletic trainers, and any other employees 
required to hold certificates issued by the Board of Examiners.   
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 New Jersey teacher evaluation rubrics are based on four rating categories: Highly 
Effective, Effective, Partially Effective, and Ineffective.  Since 2012, evaluations in New Jersey 
have been based on multiple measures of student achievement that specifically call for the use of 
standardized assessments as a measure of student progress (New Jersey Department of 
Education, 2012).  Initially, the system called for student academic growth to represent 30% of 
teacher evaluations, with 55% classroom observations and 15% student growth objectives.  
Student growth is measured using growth percentiles (SGPs).  According to the NJDOE, SGPs 
measure how much a student has learned from one year to the next compared to students with a 
similar performance history from across the state.  A teacher’s effectiveness rating is then 
determined by taking the median SGP score of the teacher’s class.  The SGP score is then placed 
on a 1.0-4.0 scale, which is then combined with other evaluation components to arrive at a 
summative rating for a teacher.  
Critics of the legislation have cited problems with the SGP method, specifically citing the 
New Jersey Department of Education’s Evaluation Pilot Advisory Committee’s (EPAC) Final 
Report (2013) as lacking data about the correlation between SGP scores and educator practice.  
The New Jersey Education Association (NJEA) reveals that the EPAC report indicates that there 
was a positive correlation between SGP scores and teacher performance; however, they do not 
report how many districts experienced the correlation, nor does the report reveal or explain 
districts that did not.   
 Following implementation challenges and much criticism from the field, in July, 2014, 
Governor Chris Christie announced that the New Jersey Department of Education would provide 
greater flexibility to school districts in the two student achievement components of the teacher 
evaluation system as well as introduce a review process for teachers based on summative ratings 
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from the 2013-2014 school year  (New Jersey Department of Education, 2014).   For the 2014-
2015 school year, the Department of Education decided to modify the weights of the student 
growth components.  Under the modification, 10% of an educator’s score will be based on 
student academic growth as measured by statewide assessments, 20% less than the initial weight 
under TEACHNJ.  For the 2015-2016 school year, 20% of the evaluation score will be based on 
student academic growth, as measured by statewide assessments, again below the initial 30% 
requirement.  Last, the Department of Education will also offer flexibility to teachers in 
reviewing their ratings for the 2013-2014 school year as a result of the challenges with the 
implementation of the law as well as concerns surrounding the measurement of student 
achievement using high-stakes statewide assessments.  It is clear that New Jersey has undertaken 
the challenge of developing a new evaluation system.  What is not clear is whether or not student 
growth on high-stakes assessments is actually a result of educator effectiveness and not other 
factors. 
The evaluation policy ignores the fact that researchers have determined that the higher a 
student’s socioeconomic status is, the more likely he or she will perform well on high-stakes 
assessments.   Previous studies by Maylone (2002), Jones (2008), Turnamian and Tienken 
(2013), and Tienken (2015) have used community and family demographic data to predict the 
actual percentage of students scoring Proficient or above, at the district-level, on state tests of 
language arts and mathematics.  However, none of these studies considered the predictive power 
of ecological variables from the family and town, at the school level, along with school-level 
factors such as teacher qualifications and teacher mobility.  
Therefore, given the results from previous research, a problem occurs when policymakers 
make determinations about teacher and administrator quality based on student performance on 
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high-stakes assessments without considering the impact of out-of-school demographic and socio-
economic variables such as median income of a community, parental education levels, 
percentage of lone parents in the community, percentage of high school dropouts in the 
community, and other related indicators that have been demonstrated to influence student 
achievement on large-scale standardized tests (Tienken, 2015).  Previous research has informed 
the field at the high school level (Maylone, 2002; Jones, 2008) and only two studies have been 
conducted at the elementary level (Turnamian & Tienken, 2013; Tienken, 2015).  All of the 
previous studies have been done at the district level.  There is a gap in the research at the middle 
school level.   
There are no studies that have been conducted at the school level of analysis or that 
consider the mediating influence of school level variables such as the influence of teacher 
mobility and the level of teacher education on student achievement.  Therefore, a need exists in 
New Jersey for empirical, correlational, explanatory, quantitative analyses to determine how 
accurately community-level demographic data, combined with school variables, can predict the 
actual percentage of students scoring Proficient or above on the New Jersey Assessment of Skills 
and Knowledge in Language Arts Literacy (NJ ASK LAL) at the sixth and seventh grade levels. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose for this study was to explain the predictive power of out-of-school 
community and family-level demographic variables of school-level percentages of students 
scoring Proficient or above on the NJ ASK LAL in Grades 6 and 7 when controlling for teacher 
mobility and level of teacher education.  It cannot be assumed that data generated from high-
stakes standardized assessments can accurately measure the quality of an educator without 
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considering the out-of-school community and family factors as well as certain district factors that 
could be influencing student achievement (Turnamian, 2012).  
Currently, policymakers may be operating under the false assumption that high scores on 
high-stakes assessments accurately identify quality and success in school districts.  Specifically, 
policymakers may be misidentifying educators as ineffective or effective using measures of 
student achievement without controlling for the community, family, and district factors that may 
be influencing how students achieve on the high-stakes measures that are being used to evaluate 
educators.  Previous results from Fetler (2001) suggest that educator effectiveness, as measured 
by student achievement, can be correlated to longevity in the field.  Therefore, when evaluating 
educator effectiveness, it is important to consider issues of teacher mobility in addition to school, 
community, and family factors. 
Significance 
While recent studies conducted by Maylone (2002), Jones (2008), and Turnamian and 
Tienken (2013) have demonstrated that more than half the variance in state standardized test 
scores at the high school level in Michigan and New Jersey and at the third grade level in New 
Jersey can be accounted for at the district level by knowing three to five community 
demographic variables and without school and student characteristic data needed, none of these 
studies address middle school grade levels.  Additionally, none of these predictive studies have 
been done at the school level, which yields data that are more precise than district level data.  
Empirical data are needed at the middle school level to build research to further practice as well 
as inform policymakers whether or not student achievement data from high stakes assessments 
should be used as part of an educator evaluation process, given the premise of the ecological 
systems theory.   
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This study can also further the previous research by including school level factors, 
teacher qualifications, and staff mobility, combined with community and family level factors, to 
determine whether or not educators can or should be evaluated in isolation by considering only 
one measure of a child’s life space since policymakers continue to argue for the use of high-
stakes assessments as a measure of student achievement and teacher effectiveness.  While 
previous research has been done in the area of teacher mobility and student achievement, it has 
not been considered as a predictor of students scoring Proficient or above on the NJ ASK 
Language Arts Literacy, nor have school level variables, including teacher qualifications and 
mobility, been added as a predictor in any of the previous studies conducted using community 
and family level factors  (Sanders & Rivers, 1996; Falch & Ronning, 2005; Hanushek, Kain, & 
Rivkin, 2003; Dolton and Newson, 2003; Plecki et al., 2005). 
Furthermore, none of the studies consider teacher degree levels as a predictor of student 
achievement, combined with family and community variables.  Again, research has been done on 
the impact of teacher degree levels on student achievement (Swan, 2006; Riordan, 2009; 
Woolridge, 2003; Badgett, 2011); however, most of the research is considered in isolation from 
community and family level factors.  One study examined the relationship between teacher 
licensure level and student achievement in the state of New Mexico, with a secondary 
consideration of the impact of student ethnicity and socio-economic status on the relationship 
(Morris, 2010).  However, that study did not seek to examine the relationship of any other 
community or family level factors in combination with student socioeconomic status.  Given the 
current educational landscape and the use of the results from high-stakes assessments to 
determine educator effectiveness in New Jersey and other states, this study sought to further the 
   
 
13 
research and provide state policymakers with valuable insight into how much community 
demographics, family factors, and school factors influence the student achievement measure. 
Research Questions 
1. How accurately can family and community variables predict a school’s percentage of 
students scoring Proficient or above on the 2010 NJ ASK 6 and 7 in Language Arts 
Literacy when controlling for teacher mobility and level of teacher education? 
2. Which combination of family and community variables can accurately predict a 
school’s percentage of students scoring Proficient or above on the 2010 NJ ASK 6 
and 7 in Language Arts Literacy when controlling for teacher mobility and level of 
teacher education? 
Study Design and Methodology 
 This study used archival NJ ASK 6 and 7 school level Language Arts Literacy 
percentages of Proficient and Advanced Proficient from 2010 and data from the 2010 U.S. 
Census to determine if a predictive equation exists between the data.  The study also used 
archival teacher mobility and teacher degree data from the New Jersey School Report Card as 
well.  Grades 6 and 7 were chosen to be the focus of this study because there is no research yet of 
this topic at these grade levels and because middle school is a pivotal time in a student’s 
educational career.  According to the National Middle School Association (2003), middle school 
is considered a time when adolescents develop into lifelong learners, ethical and democratic 
citizens, and competent, self-sufficient young people.  The impact of high-stakes testing on 
middle school students, particularly on urban students, is important for policymakers to consider.  
Zhao (2009) explains that the increased pressure to raise test scores, particularly in urban areas, 
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leads schools to neglect the more complex aspects of subjects and teach only to what is being 
tested, ultimately narrowing the curriculum for students.   
Unit of Analysis and Variables  
The unit of analysis for this study was the school.  The study extends the independent 
variables of Maylone (2002) and Turnamian and Tienken (2013) and includes the following: 
! Percentage of people employed 
! Percentage of households making under $25,000 
! Percentage of households making under $35,000 
! Percentage of households making more than $200,000 
! Percentage of families making less than $25,000 
! Percentage of families making less than $35,000 
! Percentage of families making more than $200,000 
! Percentage of families in poverty for 12 months 
! Percentage of female households in poverty 
! Percentage of all people under poverty 
! Percentage of male-only households, no females 
! Percentage of female-only households, no males 
! Percentage of lone-parent households (total) 
! Percentage of population with no high school 
! Percentage of population with less than 9th grade education 
! Percentage of population with some college 
! Percentage of population with a bachelor’s degree 
! Percentage of population with an advanced degree 
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! Percentage of teachers within a school that hold a bachelor of arts or bachelor of 
science degree 
! Percentage of teachers within a school that hold a master of arts or master of science 
degree 
! Percentage of faculty within a school who entered or left the school during the school 
year 
    The dependent variables for this study were the 2010 school district NJ ASK Grades 6 
and 7 Language Arts data, which is defined as the percentage of the student population that 
achieved either a Proficient or Advanced Proficient score. 
Delimitations 
The data for this study were collected from two sources.  Community demographic data 
were collected from the U.S. Census Bureau.  Analysis of this data was delimited to the variables 
identified by Maylone (2002) and Turnamian and Tienken (2013) as well as two additional 
variables, teacher mobility and teacher degrees.  Additional variables used were identified from 
the review of the literature.  School performance data on the NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy 6, 
7 during the year 2010 were collected from the school district School Report Card, which is 
released annually.  Since the Language Arts Literacy assessment was the only assessment that 
was used for this study, it was the only measure of student achievement.  Assessment data also 
reflect achievement on only one date in time in a given year.  Information about each school’s 
percentage of economically disadvantaged students was also collected using the School Report 
Card data.  Additionally, the degree of teacher mobility, as well as the qualifications of teachers 
within a given school, were also accessed using the school district report card.  For the purposes 
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of this study, the unit of analysis remained at the school level only.  Therefore, analysis of 
individual students was not conducted. 
Since this study included only analysis at the school level, the findings cannot be 
generalized to individual students within New Jersey.   Since the study utilized school and census 
data from New Jersey only, the findings of this study cannot be generalized beyond the state.  
Finally, since the data for this study included only two grade levels (Grade 6 and Grade 7), 
generalizations about student achievement should not be made beyond the studied grade levels. 
Limitations 
The results of this study can be applied only to data generated from the NJ ASK 6 and 7 
Language Arts Literacy percentages of Proficient or above, community demographic data and 
teacher mobility and degree from the sampled New Jersey schools.  Any errors in U.S. Census 
data or school data as a result of data entry or reporting data cannot be identified.  Because this 
study is a correlation design, cause cannot be determined since cause and effect relationships 
cannot be determined by correlational design.  The sample size for this study included 311 
schools with Grade 6 data and 301 schools with Grade 7 data.  In order for a school to be 
included, there had to be at least 25 students enrolled in sixth or seventh grades.   
The data that were gathered for this study represented a three-year longitudinal view of 
student achievement.  School district NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy percentages of students 
scoring Proficient or above were taken from the year 2010 in Grades 6 and 7.  It is assumed that 
the reported percentages are valid and that each school complied with testing regulations. 
The study utilized two forms of multiple regression, simultaneous multiple regression 
(SMR) and hierarchical linear regression (HLR) to analyze the results of the NJ ASK LAL 6 and 
7.  The results were reported from the hierarchical models of best fit.  Therefore, a threat to 
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reliability and validity exists.  The impact of multicollinearity on the independent variables can 
cause individual coefficient estimates to change, which can negatively impact calculations 
regarding the predictive power of each school. 
Definition of Terms 
District Factor Group (DFG): According to the NJDOE (2013), groupings of school districts in 
New Jersey for the purpose of comparing students’ performance on statewide assessments 
across demographically similar school districts.  DFGs represent an approximate measure 
of a community’s socioeconomic status (SES) and are calculated using six variables that 
are closely related to SES and include percent of adults with no high school diploma, 
percent of adults with some college education, occupational status, unemployment rate, 
percent of individuals in poverty, and median family income. 
Predictive Validity: According to Gay, Mills and Airasian (2012), predictive validity is defined 
as the degree to which a test can predict how well an individual will do in a future 
situation; a form of criterion-related validity.   
Standard Error of Measurement: An estimate of how often one can expect errors of a given size 
in an individual’s test score (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2012, p. 631). 
New Jersey Assessment of Knowledge and Skills (NJ ASK):  The state test for students in grades 
3 through 8.  The test measures student achievement in English Language Arts, 
Mathematics, and Science (Grades 4 and 8).  The assessment is administered in the spring 
of each school year over four school days (NJDOE, 2011).   
No Child Left Behind (NCLB): Legislation that was signed into law in 2002 by President George 
W. Bush with the intent to ensure that all children have a fair, equal, and significant 
opportunity to obtain a high-quality education.  This mandate requires that students in all 
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states must demonstrate 100% proficiency on state academic assessments by the year 2014 
(Tanner & Tanner, 2007). 
Student Growth Percentiles (SGP): One of the multiple measures used to assess teachers whose 
students are in Grades 4-8 and take the state standardized assessments.  A teacher’s SGP 
score is calculated by comparing a student’s growth on the standardized assessment to the 
growth made by students from around the state with similar score histories (NJDOE, 
2013). 
High-Stakes Assessment: For a test or testing program to be considered high-stakes, Tienken and 
Rodriguez (2010) suggest that it must meet the following conditions: 
! A significant consequence related to the individual student’s performance 
! The test results must be the basis for the evaluation of quality and success of school 
districts 
! The test results must be the basis for the evaluation of quality and success of individual 
teachers. 
Race to the Top (RTTT): Race to the Top is an initiative that was launched by President Barack 
Obama’s Administration in 2012.  The initiative offers incentives to states willing to spur 
systemic reform to improve teaching and learning in America’s schools.  RTTT was 
designed to raise standards and align policies and structures with the goal of making 
every student in America college and career ready.  RTTT is the driving force behind 
states pursuing changes to teacher evaluation systems (Towe, 2012). 
Chapter Summary 
Although the practice of utilizing assessment to distribute rewards and sanctions to 
educators and schools has been ongoing since the mid 1800s, recent education reform efforts 
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have increased the value placed on such tests by using the results as measures of educator 
effectiveness.  The passage of President Bush’s NCLB forced states to develop high-stakes 
assessments so that student achievement could be measured and educator effectiveness 
determined using the results of the assessments.  Attached to this policy is the requirement that 
educators be punished, in some cases even dismissed, if their students do not demonstrate 
adequate growth over the course of a school year.  It is clear that at the federal level, President 
Obama’s plan is to continue prior reform efforts with the introduction of Race to the Top, yet 
another performance-based standard for teachers and administrators.  The state of New Jersey 
has followed suit by creating an evaluation system, ACHIEVENJ, for teachers and 
administrators that relies on student performance on the NJ ASK to determine whether or not 
schools and educators are effective.  New Jersey’s Governor, Chris Christie, strongly defends his 
state’s policy, although serious questions remain regarding the accuracy of its measures of 
student achievement.   
Previous research completed by Maylone (2002), Jones (2008), and Turnamian and 
Tienken (2013) found that out-of-school variables explain and predict student achievement on 
high-stakes assessments.  Their research sought to identify how much variance in NJ ASK scores 
could be explained by out-of-school socioeconomic variables using demographic data to predict 
percentages of students who scored Proficient or above on assessments.  The unit of analysis for 
those studies was at the district level.   
This study, however, sought to analyze community, family, and school variables at the 
school level, which allowed for a more refined look at how accurately family and community 
level variables could predict New Jersey school districts’ percentage of scores Proficient or 
above on the NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy in Grades 6 and 7.  This study also sought to 
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further the prior research by analyzing student performance at the middle school level.  Two 
school level variables, teacher mobility and teacher qualifications, were chosen to be included in 
the study based on a review of the literature as to what school level factors can impact student 
performance on high-stakes assessments as well as consideration of Brofenbrenner’s ecological 
systems theory, which contends that children are impacted by a combination of community, 
school, and family factors.   
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE 
Introduction 
 This chapter provides a relevant review of the literature on federal and state policy with 
regard to high-stakes, standardized assessments, community and family factors, and school level 
variables that impact student achievement.   The literature review also provides a historical 
description of teacher evaluation practices in the United States.  This literature review is 
organized into six sections: Assessment and High-stakes Policy Development, Current Federal 
Policy, New Jersey’s Evaluation Policy, New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge, 
Community and Family Variables that Impact Student Achievement, and School Level Variables 
that Impact Student Achievement. 
The following literature review includes a description of studies that have examined the 
influence of family and community variables on student achievement as well as studies that have 
examined the impact of school level variables on student achievement.  Studies found in this 
review supplied the researcher with information about which variables should be examined in 
this study.  The purpose of this review and study was to supply policymakers with critical 
information about the impact community, district, and school level variables have on student 
outcomes measured by high-stakes assessment, as student outcomes are often used to determine 
educator and school quality. 
Literature Search Procedures 
 Various research sources were used to analyze the topics listed above.  I utilized the 
Seton Hall Library’s website to access Journal Storage (JSTOR), ProQuest, electronic journals, 
and ERIC databases.  The New Jersey Department of Education’s website, as well as the United 
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States Department of Education’s website, were used to gather information about the policies 
related to standardized assessment and student achievement.  The main research questions 
guided the literature review and resulted in the following sections: federal and state policy, high-
stakes assessment, community and family variables and the impact on student achievement, and 
school level variables’ impact on student achievement.  The literature review identifies empirical 
research that attempts to determine the predictive power, if any, that community and family 
variables have on student achievement. 
Overview of Existing Literature 
Historical Background 
The practice of evaluating schools and teachers has recently become a major focus of 
education.  While teacher evaluation practices have been in place for decades, accountability for 
student learning is currently at an all-time high.  Therefore, the evaluation process has evolved.  
Daley and Kim (2010) explain that the teacher evaluation process has undergone major changes 
over the last 100 years.  Years ago, teachers were evaluated based on moralistic and ethical 
qualities such as cultural norms, beliefs, religious ideology, and other personal traits (Daley and 
Kim, 2010).  Perhaps one of the most pivotal moments in education came in 1957, when the 
announcement came from Russia that the Soviets had launched Sputnik, the space satellite.  As 
Tienken (2013) explains, the launch of Sputnik sparked a wave of modern school reform that is 
still in place today.  Policymakers reacted to the launch of Sputnik with fear and disbelief.  The 
perception was that the American public school system was inadequate compared to other 
nations (Tienken, 2013).   
As a result, during the 1950s and 1960’s, a more scientific method of evaluation was 
applied, and the teacher evaluation process shifted to include more observable behaviors as the 
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need for high quality teachers became more and more apparent in America.  During that time, 
there was a widely held belief that if America was going to compete with countries such as the 
Soviet Union, American students had to have access to the best teachers available and teacher 
quality had to be better judged (Darling-Hammond, Wise, & Pease, 1983).   
Since the Russian launch of Sputnik, the effectiveness of America’s teachers and schools 
has become the major concern of American presidents and policymakers and education reform 
has continued over the years.  Tienken (2013) describes the Russian launch of Sputnik as the 
beginning of a perceived educational crisis in the United States.  In response to the crisis, U.S. 
Congress enacted the National Defense Education Act (NDEA) to assist schools in United States 
in catching up to the Soviets, although there was no evidence that schools in the United States 
were failing.  Assistance to public schools was offered in an attempt to improve educational 
programs to meet the critical needs of the country at the time.   
Reform attempts continued into the 1980s and 1990s, when increased attention was 
brought once again to teacher effectiveness and quality.  Teacher evaluations became a critical 
piece for improving instruction.  During this time period, many states implemented systematic 
processes for evaluating teachers.  As part of the process, many states started to mandate that 
teachers be evaluated for licensing, promotions, merit pay, and renewed certification (Daley & 
Kim, 2010).   
Just ten years later, President George Bush signed into law the No Child Left Behind Act 
(NCLB) as his attempt to close the achievement gap between disadvantaged and advantaged 
children in America.  According to Tanner and Tanner (2007), NCLB drastically changed the 
way American schools operated.  School administrators and teachers were required to 
demonstrate accountability and achievement in reading and mathematics, which was to be 
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determined by student performance on state assessments.  Students were required to be tested 
annually in reading and math, and student performance on those assessments was to be made 
public.  If schools failed to made adequate yearly progress for three consecutive years, they then 
faced serious consequences, including the reallocation of federal funding to nonpublic schools, to 
which parents had the right to send their children if their current schools failed to demonstrate 
the yearly progress NCLB demanded.  Unfortunately, although well intended, NCLB also failed 
to address the fact that as school communities experienced shifts in their demographics, the 
result could be significant differences in test scores (Tanner & Tanner, 2007).   
Although NCLB did not specifically address the teacher evaluation system, it continued 
to stress the reliance on student test performance to determine whether or not schools were of 
high quality.  According to Hazi and Rucinski (2009), NCLB led to a trend of expanded state 
oversight and regulation of local evaluation practices by attempting to define teacher quality, set 
minimum standards for evaluator training, and require data collection.  Parents relied on this 
information to make choices about their child’s education, and the public’s perception relied on 
this information to draw conclusions about the quality of a school and its instructors. 
Since NCLB was enacted, both federal and state governments have continued to make 
standards-based educational reform a top priority.  President Obama has put education reform on 
the forefront of his agenda.  Although states have been relieved of some of the requirements of 
NCLB, President Obama has continued to push high standards and accountability for students 
and teachers with the implementation of the Race to the Top Initiative (RTTT), a creative reform 
movement that was intended to spark competition among schools and innovative practice among 
teachers (Towe, 2012).  RTTT was coupled with the creation of the Common Core State 
Standards (CCSS), a set of state standards that were developed by governors and education 
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bureaucrats from 48 states, two territories, and the District of Columbia.  The CCSS was 
intended to include rigorous content and application of knowledge through higher order thinking, 
be closely aligned with college and work readiness skills, capitalize on current state standards, 
and be internationally benchmarked and based on evidence and research (Tienken & Orlich, 
2009).  The RTTT initiative awards schools with funding and other merits if they are successful 
at implementing the CCSS and can demonstrate such through high scores on high-stakes 
assessments.   
Since the focus on school improvement and standards-based reform movements have 
been in place, there has been increased attention on student achievement and teacher quality.  
The Educational Testing Service (2009) explains that when teacher evaluation is approached 
meaningfully, it can be used as a tool to support school districts in targeting professional 
development to address teachers’ needs.   Further, recent literature indicates that student 
achievement is directly linked to teacher quality.  However, according to Medley and Coker 
(1987), there is clear evidence that traditional evaluation systems have not been associated with 
higher student achievement.  Therefore, there is a call for a change in how teachers are 
evaluated.   
While the research is clear that the impact of an effective teacher is the single most 
important factor influencing increased learning, recent changes in policy to include student 
performance on standardized assessment as a measure of teacher quality may not be the most 
effective approach to solving this dilemma.  As Maylone (2002) explained, “Policymakers 
appear to be operating under the assumption that student scores on standardized tests provide 
valid and reliable indicators of the quality of schools and school districts” (p. iv).  However, the 
profession as a whole has voiced major concerns about using student performance on 
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standardized assessments as a valid measure of teacher quality and sometimes this trepidation 
comes with good reason (Tucker & Stronge, 2005).  Specifically, this approach often fails to 
consider the responsibility of other stakeholders, such as parents, who are involved in the student 
learning process.  Failing to recognize that teachers are not the only stakeholders responsible for 
student achievement can lead to unfair evaluations and scapegoating.   
Another reason such a process can lead to unfair evaluations is linked to how student 
learning is actually measured when it is based on a single performance on a standardized 
assessment.  Rather than relying on an end of year high-stakes state assessment, a more accurate 
measure of student achievement could be determined by the administration of curriculum-
aligned assessments that are given to students at both the beginning of the year and the end of the 
year (Tucker & Stronge, 2005).  While policymakers have recognized the need for change within 
the teacher evaluation system, a quick rush to utilize results from high-stakes assessments may 
not provide accurate information about teacher quality.  The need for change is multi-faceted, 
challenging, and as a result of legislation such as NCLB, urgent.   
High-stakes Assessment and Teacher Evaluation 
One of the major concerns surrounding the use of student achievement data on high-
stakes standardized assessments is the fact that standardized assessments are not necessarily 
valid measures of student achievement nor are they designed to draw conclusions about teacher 
effectiveness.  Rather, they are single snapshots in time that are meant to help teachers 
understand what students have learned which can lead to the delivery of effective instruction as a 
result.   
Another reason the use of student outcomes on high-stakes assessments may not 
necessarily reflect teacher quality is that the assessments being used may not even measure 
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quality of instruction.  Very often student achievement on high-stakes assessments is directly 
linked to socioeconomic status.  “A meaningful amount of what’s measured by today’s high-
stakes tests is directly attributable not to what students learn in school, but what they bring to 
school in the form of their families’ socioeconomic status or the academic aptitudes they 
happened to inherit” (Popham, 2001, p. 18).  If students come from affluent homes, they are 
more likely to perform well on standardized assessments than students who come from 
environments in which learning outside of school is minimal (Popham, 1999).   Does this 
phenomenon then fairly measure teacher quality?   
Popham (2001) believes that, in fact, there is abysmal instruction taking place in some of 
the nation’s wealthiest schools; but because of students’ socioeconomic backgrounds and 
experiences at home in relationship to their learning, they will still outperform students who 
come from low-income backgrounds (p. 18).  Unfortunately, the reliance on results from high-
stakes tests to evaluate teachers often fails to measure the actual quality of instruction students 
actually receive due to these factors.  This causes a massive misidentification of schools’ 
effectiveness, and teachers that are actually good teachers are being identified as needing 
improvement.  These teachers, according to Popham (2001), are actually good teachers who 
when measured by any other standard, would probably be considered “skillful” (p. 18).  The 
opposite is also true.  There are plenty of weak teachers in schools with students who score high 
because of their socioeconomic status and family background; but they are not being identified 
as needing improvement, and those students are being subjected to teachers who actually need to 
significantly alter the way they teach (Popham, 2001).  No matter how one looks at it, student 
performance on standardized assessments is, as the research shows, directly linked to one’s 
socioeconomic background. 
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Community and Family Demographics and High-Stakes Assessment 
 There is no doubt that student achievement should be at the forefront of policymakers’ 
minds.  As Koretz (2008) explains, the main goal of educational improvement is to accurately 
differentiate between effective and ineffective programs, schools, and systems so that necessary 
changes can be made.  However, if we are going to make such decisions, we must consider the 
impact of non-educational factors, such as community and family demographics, on student 
achievement on standardized measures.  Determining what causes a school to perform well or 
poorly is not always easy once these factors are introduced.  Further, there is a vast amount of 
research that has been done in the United States indicating that variations in social factors can 
account for the bulk of variability of scores.  However, other researchers maintain that some 
educational factors, such as quality of teachers, also have a large influence on the variability on 
test scores (Koretz, 2008).  Either way, “The impact of non-educational factors on test scores is 
widely ignored—by politicians who want to claim credit or place blame; by the press, which 
wants to tell a compelling story; by both consumers and agents in the real estate trade; and, all 
too often, by educators” (Koretz, 2008, p. 117).  Ignoring these factors does not help achieve the 
main goal of identifying effective versus ineffective programs, structures, or teachers.  While all 
stakeholders would probably agree that low scores are an indication that something is wrong and 
further intervention is warranted, blindly using test scores without considering how non-
educational factors such as socioeconomic status are impacting scores will not help.  
Policymakers cannot give “all the credit or blame to one factor, such as school quality, without 
investigating the impact of others” (Koretz, 2008, p. 123).   
 One of the major flaws of utilizing student outcomes on standardized assessments to 
assess school and teacher quality lies in the basic design of the assessment.  Very often, test 
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items are directly linked to socioeconomic status.  Students who are from middle class or affluent 
families are more likely to answer test items correctly than children with lower socioeconomic 
status (Popham, 2001).  According to Popham (2001), social factors such as parental education 
levels and family income can directly impact how a student responds on a test item.  Students 
who are from wealthier families are more likely to have out-of-school experiences that enrich 
their in-school experiences (Popham, 2011).  In wealthier homes, students are more likely to 
have access to educational cable channels such as The History Channel or The Discovery 
Channel as well as the kinds of books, newspapers, and magazines on which test items on 
standardized achievement tests are based.  Adults in these homes are more likely to speak proper 
American English because affluent homes often house well-educated people.  When students 
who live in these environments encounter test items that require an understanding of standard 
American English, they are more likely to answer correctly than a student who comes from a 
non-English speaking home (Popham, 2001). Researchers have conducted item analyses of two 
national standardized tests and discovered that in the area of language arts, up to 65% of test 
items are linked to student SES (Popham, p. 65).  Based on this information, the question is 
whether or not it fair to judge the effectiveness of a teacher based on student scores on 
standardized assessments in which more than half of their questions include test items that are 
based on community social factors. 
 Several studies have been conducted examining the link between such factors and student 
achievement on standardized assessments.  Maylone (2002) found that three family 
socioeconomic factors (student living in poverty with a single parent who is not a high school 
graduate) accounted for 60% of the variation in average test scores among Pennsylvania school 
districts.  Similarly, a study conducted by the Educational Research Service (1994) showed that 
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poverty alone accounted for 56% of the variance among state average test scores on the NAEP-
92 Trial State Assessment in mathematics, with 89% of those variations due to poverty and three 
other out-of-school social factors: number of parents living at home, parents’ education, and 
community type.  Jones (2008) attempted to determine whether or not student scores on New 
Jersey’s public high school standardized assessment, the High School Proficiency Assessment 
(HSPA), could be predicted based on out-of-school factors that included student mobility, 
student attendance, and level of English language proficiency, among five other variables.  This 
study found that all eight variables, including the out-of-school social factors listed above, 
account for nearly 90% of the variability in test scores for all students studied.  Overall, Jones 
(2008) revealed that a relationship exists between out-of-school social variables and student 
performance on high-stakes assessments and that student scores may very well be influenced by 
social factors that teachers cannot control. 
 Another study conducted by Sirin (2005) found a medium to strong relationship between 
socioeconomic variables and student achievement through the meta-analysis of 74 independent 
studies published between 1990 and 2000.  That is, the amount of school and community 
resources a student has can directly impact his or her achievement.  Coleman (1988) further 
explains that of all of the factors examined in the literature, SES is one of the strongest indicators 
of student performance.  A child’s SES can directly and indirectly impact student performance.  
Students of high SES who are provided resources at home or come from families who have the 
income to support learning demonstrate higher levels of achievement than those who do not 
(Coleman, 1988).   
 In a study conducted by Turnamian (2012), 54% of the variance in school district 
percentages of Proficient or above on a high-stakes language arts state assessment in Grade 3 
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were explained by out-of-school variables.  Similarly, 40% of the variance in school district 
percentages of Proficient or above on a high-stakes mathematics state assessment in Grade 3  
was explained by out-of-school variables.  In this study, percentage of lone-parent households, 
percentage of economically disadvantaged families, and percentage of households with a 
bachelor’s degree combined to create the most accurate predictive formula for school district 
percentages of Proficient or above on both assessments.  Specifically, 262 of 439 district scores 
could be predicted within 10 points by the total reliance on out-of-school social factors 
(Turnamian, 2012).    
Review of Literature Topics 
Assessment and High-Stakes Policy Development 
 The development of high-stakes assessment policies gained impetus from two national 
reports on educational reform, A Nation at Risk (National Commission on Excellence in 
Education, 1983) and America 2000 (1991).  Standardized test results were used in these reports 
as evidence of the failure of American public education and to justify radical and unwarranted 
policy changes affecting the structure and function of the schools (Tanner & Tanner, 2007).  
Unwarranted policy changes are often the result of the repeated failure to recognize and treat the 
three fundamental factors in the educative process in vital interdependence: (1) the nature of the 
learner, (2) social conditions and democratic ideals, (3) the selection and organization of 
knowledge of subject matter in the development and implementation of the curriculum (Tanner 
& Tanner, 2007).  Instead, these fundamental factors are often treated in isolation of one another 
or even in opposition to one another (Tanner & Tanner, 2007).  Policies are often developed in 
waves of reaction and counterreaction; and as a result, special interests are served at the expense 
of the wider social interest of democracy (Tanner & Tanner, 2007). 
   
 
32 
 The development of high-stakes assessment policies is often seen as a reaction to a 
perceived crisis in education.  At time of national crisis, there is the tendency to regard school 
more narrowly as an instrument of national purpose (Tanner & Tanner, 2007).  A Nation At Risk 
was a landmark event that led the public to believe that there was a crisis in education.  
American students were not learning and schools were to blame.  However, long before A Nation 
At Risk was published in 1983, another event, the launch of the Russian space satellite Sputnik in 
1957 prompted Americans to believe then that the American public education system was failing 
students since the Soviets beat the Americans at the space race.  According to Tienken and 
Orlich (2013), “American presidents since Eisenhower and/or their secretaries of education have 
used Sputnik, the reigning king of the modern school reform movement, as an instrument of fear 
or as a historical reminder of policy makers’ belief that education is a national security priority, 
to push education reform” (p. 20).  Ronald Reagan used Sputnik in 1982 to support his plan to 
give tax credits to parents to send their students to private schools and former U.S. Secretary of 
Education Rod Paige also used Sputnik to support upgraded mathematics and science education 
in the United States (Tienken and Orlich, 2013).  In 1995, Richard Riley, President Bill Clinton’s 
Secretary of Education also used Sputnik to justify federal involvement in education policy, and 
the launch of Sputnik is still referred to today by America’s current leader, President Barack 
Obama, who has called for a “Sputnik moment” in education and by his Secretary of Education, 
Arne Duncan, who has used Sputnik to advance the Race to the Top Initiative (RTTT) (Tienken 
and Orlich, 2013).  In 2009, Arne Duncan told the American public that Sputnik was responsible 
for Congress providing funding for newly developed curriculum and programs to advance 
student performance in mathematics and science since American education was believed to be 
the reason Americans lost the space race (Tienken and Orlich, 2013). 
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 The American education system was forced to respond to the societal demands and 
pressures that the launch of Sputnik and A Nation At Risk created.  Robert Hutchins (1968) 
explains, “No educational system can escape from the political community in which it operates.  
The system must reflect what the political community wants it to do.  The system can set out 
formally to change the community only if the community includes change of this kind among its 
aims” (p. ix).  However, what is often not mentioned is the fact that the landmark reports on 
which unwarranted educational policies were developed have been proven to be “based on faulty 
premises” (Tanner & Tanner, 2007, p. 144).  However, when education had been seen as the key 
instrument of national supremacy in the era of the Cold War and the space race, it had still come 
to be blamed in a succeeding era for the alleged decline of the United States and the rise of Japan 
and Germany in dominating the global industrial marketplace (Tanner & Tanner, 2007, p. 152).  
As a result, there was a call for changes to be made in curriculum with a more standardized 
approach and an increase in mathematics and science.   A priority for national achievement 
testing also arose.  
As previously discussed, changing sociopolitical forces often exert changing demands 
and expectations on schools and the tendency is for education to respond to the dominant 
pressures, even if the perceptions about education are faulty.  In eras of crisis, the response is 
often to react with imbalanced prescriptions for learning (Tanner & Tanner, 2007).  Dichotomies 
are raised when the fundamental factors in the educative process are viewed as incompatible and 
conflicting and policymakers question whether or not schooling should be geared toward 
personal growth or to achieving social growth in a larger context (Tanner & Tanner, 2007).     
As a result of these social forces, there has been a call for giving increased priority to 
standardizing academic disciplines, including not only science and mathematics, but also 
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fundamental reading and writing skills.  Essentialist Arthur Bestor (1956) believed that it was the 
job of the school to intellectually train students through a curriculum concentrated on 
fundamental intellectual disciplines.  From the Cold War to the battle for global economic 
dominance, the call for increased attention to basic skills has also “added nationalized and 
statewide testing, testing, and more testing” (Tanner & Tanner, 2007, p. 155).  Essentialists have 
long believed that knowledge is demonstrated through the use of tests of basic knowledge.  
Edward D. Hirsch, whose literature espoused the belief that mastery of lists of factual 
information as evidenced by multiple-choice tests, defined an educated person (Tanner & 
Tanner, 2007).  Essentialists such as Hirsch believed students’ minds are containers of 
knowledge and that education is simply a matter of filling those containers with information that 
is to be demonstrated by proving mastery of basic skills and facts through tests (Tanner & 
Tanner, 2007).   
What policymakers and the public often ignore, however, are the hundreds of years of 
contributions to education made by historians such as John Dewey, who saw democracy as a 
social process that was connected to the greater good and believed the role of the public school 
system was to develop the individual to the best of his or her potential so that individual could 
study the problems of democracy, of his or her community and nation, so that actions could be 
taken to improve the greater good (Tienken & Orlich, 2013).  His work reflected a belief that all 
members of society should be engaged in socially conscious, problem-based authentic learning 
experiences and not just experiences based on mindless acceptance of basic facts (Tienken & 
Orlich, 2013).  Dewey warned against the creation of a dual society in which there are students 
who are given access to authentic education that is connected to social issues and students who 
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are only provided access to an education that consists of disjointed facts and curriculum 
fragmentation (Tanner & Tanner, 2007; Tienken & Orlich, 2013).    
 Another landmark study often ignored is the Cardinal Principals of Secondary Education 
(1918), which advocated for an educational system that connected content to students.  The focus 
of education was to develop the individual to his/her maximum potential so that he/she could 
improve the community and contribute to his/her country (Tienken & Orlich, 2013).  The 
curriculum was to be based on social problem solving with an emphasis on developing one’s 
self, culture, community, and country (Tienken & Orlich, 2013).  Absent from the report was a 
system that was based on basic facts taught in isolation that were to eventually be regurgitated on 
multiple-choice, high-stakes assessments.  The Cardinal Principals instead supported Jefferson’s 
(1818) ideas that every person should possess the skills and information necessary to conduct his 
own business matters and be able to understand his or her role as a productive citizen to his/her 
family, community, and culture.  This view of education supported differentiated instruction, 
differentiated curriculum, cocurricular activities, enrichment courses, exploratory electives, and 
specialized courses (Tienken & Orlich, 2013).   
 Another landmark study, the Eight-Year Study (Aiken, 1942), studied students who 
attended 30 democratic high schools rooted in beliefs that the learner is an active constructor of 
meaning who brings prior knowledge to the classroom.  These schools also believed that 
knowledge is organized as a synthesis of discipline-centered subjects and content should be 
somehow connected to the students in the form of authentic social problem-solving 
opportunities.  Further, the schools believed that student social and cognitive development is an 
ongoing process and it occurs in stages for each student.  Finally, the schools believed in 
democracy and believed that equity is offered to each student in the form of a diversified 
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curriculum that was not the same as the curriculum everyone else received (Tienken & Orlich, 
2013).  Absent from the high schools was a standardized curriculum and in its place was a large 
amount of elective classes that allowed for career specialization, exploration, and enrichment 
(Tienken & Orlich, 2013).  The results of the study indicate that students who attended these 
unstandardized schools outperformed their peers on all measures of academic achievement.  
They achieved higher grade point averages and demonstrated better problem-solving skills and 
civic-minded behaviors than their peers as well (Tienken & Orlich, 2013).  During the time the 
Eight-Year Study was published, the social factors impacting education included World War II. 
“Keep in mind that the political climate at the time was not kind to school curriculum programs 
that taught students to question democracy or to study the problems of a democracy.  The rise of 
Russia and then China led to curricular retrenchment in the basics and away from problem-based 
learning” (Tienken & Orlich, 2013, p. 13).  The diminishing of the Eight-Year Study reflects the 
idea discussed earlier: changing sociopolitical forces often exert changing demands and 
expectations on schools and the tendency is for education to respond to the dominant pressures, 
even if those approaches to education are misguided. 
Contrary to the views held by Jefferson and Dewey and in conflict with the 
aforementioned landmark studies, high-stakes testing has now become a nationalizing influence 
on the curriculum in America.  Policymakers at the state and national level have been using 
results from standardized assessments to support their political agendas with regard to school 
reform efforts. According to Tanner and Tanner (2007), “High-stakes tests are being used to 
make decisions having important social consequences such as (1) graduation, promotion, or 
placement of students in classes, (2) evaluation or rewarding of teachers or administrators, (3) 
allocation of resources to schools or school districts, (4) and school or school system 
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certification” (p. 156).  This focus on high-stakes assessment for the purposes of accountability 
has led teachers to “teach to the test,” leading to a narrowing of the curriculum and a testing 
pandemic that has survived and prevailed regardless of evidence showing that school curriculum 
cannot be construed simply as a production process that is measured by productivity on high-
stakes assessments (Tanner & Tanner, 2007). 
Current Federal Policy 
Assessment-driven policies and practices have been in place in the United States in all 50 
states since the 2003-2004 school year (Tienken & Orlich, 2013).  The most recent required 
reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act (ESEA) of 1965, also known as 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB), was signed into law by President George W. Bush in 2002 and 
still exists as the federal policy in place designed to measure student achievement and 
accountability.  This law is reflective of the education reform movements in America.  NCLB is 
directed at closing the achievement gap between disadvantaged and advantaged children and 
youth (Tanner & Tanner, 2007).  NCLB requires states that receive federal funds under ESEA to 
develop academic standards, to establish an assessment system based on those standards, and to 
test students in reading and mathematics to determine if they are meeting the standards (Fowler, 
2013).  Additionally, sample populations in each state were to be tested annually in Grades 4 and 
8 in reading and mathematics through the National Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) 
(Tanner & Tanner, 2007).   
One of the major differences between NCLB and past federal education laws is that 
NCLB actually has enforcement mechanisms in the form of sanctions in place (Fowler, 2013).  
The explicit goal of NCLB was for 100% of American children, not only on the whole but also 
including several subgroups such as whites, African Americans, low-income students, and 
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students with disabilities, to be proficient in reading and mathematics by 2014 and for schools 
and school districts to make adequate yearly progress (AYP) toward this goal (Fowler, 2013).  
However, if schools and districts fail to make adequate progress, they become subject to various 
sanctions that escalate with each passing year.  Schools that do not make AYP for two 
consecutive years are designated “in need of improvement”; they must develop a school 
improvement plan, and their students must be offered an opportunity to transfer to a school 
within the district that is reaching AYP using federal funds (Fowler, 2013, p. 320).  If a school or 
district demonstrates inadequate progress for three years in a row, schools must provide tutoring 
services to students.  The fourth year of no progress leads to changes to the school failing to 
make progress, and those changes could include lengthening of the school day or the hiring of 
new teachers.  In the fifth year, if schools or districts fail to make AYP, they are supposed to be 
completely restructured (Fowler, 2013).  Under NCLB, the federal government can use the threat 
of withdrawing ESEA funds to bring significant pressure on states, school districts, and schools 
to meet the demands of the law (Fowler, 2013). 
NCLB also contains the provision that teachers must be highly qualified to teach core 
academic subjects.  According to Fowler (2013), the following criteria are required and used to 
establish if a teacher is highly qualified: 
! He or she must have a bachelor’s degree 
! He or she must be licensed by the state 
! He or she must be knowledgeable about the subject he/she teaches 
States have some leniency when it comes to veteran teachers; however, new teachers are 
required to be highly qualified under the law.  Fowler (2013) explains that states have the 
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authority to label veteran teachers already practicing as highly effective if they are assessed to 
have the following: 
! Years of experience 
! Advanced credentials, such as a Master’s degree 
! High student achievement 
Although states have more flexibility in the area of highly qualified than they do in other areas of 
the law such as AYP requirements, parents of students who are taught by a teacher deemed not 
highly qualified are required to be notified if the teacher teaches a class for more than four weeks 
(Fowler, 2013). 
 NCLB is designed to put pressure on noncompliant school districts through the various 
sanctions in place.  NCLB also appears to be structured in a way that can lead to embarrassment 
for school personnel that are failing to make adequate yearly progress toward the ultimate goal of 
the law.  As Fowler (2013) explains, “The major threat of NCLB is probably the massive loss of 
legitimacy in the eyes of parents and the general public that schools and districts labeled ‘failing’ 
will, no doubt, experience” (p. 321).   
 Critics of NCLB often question the sanctions of the law, including the removal of federal 
funding from school districts.  Whereas the long-standing American tradition of education 
funding is that federal funds be directed at supporting and strengthening public schools, NCLB 
challenges that tradition by taking away funds from the public schools and reallocating them to 
the private sector (Tanner & Tanner, 2007).  NCLB also overlooks the fact that many high 
performing schools are not likely to sustain annual gains in test scores because their students 
already produce high scores and, as a result, their growth is limited (Tanner & Tanner, 2007).   
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NCLB also does not take into account the fact that demographic changes among student 
populations impact student test scores, regardless of the school’s status (Tanner & Tanner, 2007).  
Performance on high-stakes tests, such as those required under NCLB, and other measures of 
educational achievement varies with socioeconomic status, which is often measured by a 
composite of income, educational attainment, and occupational status (Koretz, 2008).  The 
sanctions attached to test scores also increase the likelihood of corruption in an effort to avoid 
harsh punishments.  Referred to as Campbell’s Law, corruption of measures is common 
whenever any quantitative social indicator is used for social decision-making (Koretz, 2008).  In 
terms of NCLB, there have been attempts at score inflation to avoid punitive consequences, 
administrator, teacher, and student cheating, exclusion of low-scoring students from testing, 
misrepresentation of data, teaching to the test, and narrowing of the curriculum (Koretz, 2008; 
Bracey, 2006; Carter & Welner, 2013).  Besides the issues with transferring students to schools 
that may be far from their home, such sanctions do not appear to be working.  Research 
conducted by Kahn (2005) indicates that students who are able to capitalize on school choice 
under NCLB do no better than matched students who do not transfer; in fact, they end up with 
increased behavioral problems.   
Researchers have also been critical of NCLB because of its overuse of results from a 
single test.  Koretz (2008) discusses three distinct reasons why scores on one test, reviewed in 
isolation, are not enough to determine which schools are good and which are bad.  First, even a 
very good test is incomplete and will leave many aspects of school quality unmeasured.  Second, 
there can be very large differences among schools in the amount of score inflation since some 
schools may take more shortcuts than others in the race to raise scores.  Last, as has already been 
discussed, schools are not the only influence on test scores.   
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Currently, the United States Senate is working on a reauthorization bill for the ESEA.  
On January 12, 2014, Secretary Arne Duncan gave a speech in which he laid out a bold 
foundation for the new ESEA.  He told the American public, “Let’s dispense with No Child Left 
Behind and give states more flexibility.  No Child Left Behind created dozens of ways for 
schools to fail and very few ways to help them succeed, or to reward success.  We need to do 
exactly the opposite” (USDOE, 2015, p. 8). 
TEACHNJ: New Jersey’s Evaluation Policy 
In New Jersey, the evaluation system is defined under the Teacher Effectiveness and 
Accountability for the Children of New Jersey Act (TEACHNJ Act), a bipartisan tenure reform 
that was signed into law by Governor Chris Christie on August 6, 2012.  Prior to this law, New 
Jersey’s state policies did not clearly differentiate performance among educators, provide 
feedback or opportunities for professional development, or produce data to inform important 
personnel decisions such as tenure (New Jersey Department of Education, 2013).  The purpose of 
TEACHNJ is to raise student achievement by improving instruction through the use of 
evaluations, inform professional development, and inform personnel decisions, including 
decisions about educator tenure.  Those impacted by the legislation include teachers, principals, 
assistant principals, superintendents, assistant superintendents, school nurses, school athletic 
trainers, and any other employees required to hold certificates issued by the Board of Examiners.   
 New Jersey teacher evaluation rubrics are based on four rating categories: Highly 
Effective, Effective, Partially Effective, and Ineffective.  Since 2012, evaluations in New Jersey 
have been based on multiple measures of student achievement that specifically call for the use of 
standardized assessments as a measure of student progress (New Jersey Department of 
   
 
42 
Education, 2012).  Initially, the system called for student academic growth to represent 30%  of 
teacher evaluations, with 55% classroom observations and 15% student growth objectives.   
Student growth is measured using Growth Percentiles (SGPs).  According to the NJDOE 
(2012), SGPs measure how much a student has learned from one year to the next compared to 
students with a similar performance history from across the state.  A teacher’s effectiveness 
rating is then determined by taking the median SGP score of the teacher’s class.  The SGP score 
is placed on a 1.0-4.0 scale, which is then combined with other evaluation components to arrive 
at a summative rating for a teacher.  
Critics of the legislation have cited problems with the SGP method, criticizing the 2013 
New Jersey Department of Education’s Evaluation Pilot Advisory Committee’s (EPAC, 2013) 
final report for lacking data about the correlation between SGP scores and educator practice.  
The EPAC report indicates that there was a positive correlation between SGP scores and teacher 
performance; however, they do not report how many districts experienced the correlation, nor 
does the report reveal or explain districts that did not.   
 Following implementation challenges and much criticism from the field, Governor Chris 
Christie has since announced that the NJDOE will provide greater flexibility to school districts in 
the two student achievement components of the teacher evaluation system as well as introduce a 
review process for teachers based on summative ratings from the 2013-2014 school year (New 
Jersey Department of Education, 2014).  For the 2014-2015 school year, the Department of 
Education decided to modify the weights of the student growth components.  Under the 
modification, 10% of an educator’s score will be based on student academic growth as measured 
by statewide assessments, 20% less than the initial weight under TEACHNJ.  For the 2015-2016 
school year, 20% of the evaluation score will be based on student academic growth, as measured 
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by statewide assessments, again below the initial 30% requirement. The Department of 
Education will also offer flexibility to teachers in reviewing their ratings for the 2013-2014 
school year as a result of the challenges with the implementation of the law as well as concerns 
surrounding the measurement of student achievement using high-stakes statewide assessments.  
New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge (NJ ASK) 
 As a result of the No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act, many states developed or 
redeveloped state-required assessments to meet the standardized testing requirements.  New 
Jersey established additional assessments statewide in Grades 3-8 and high school to meet the 
federal requirements of NCLB.   
 The New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge (NJ ASK) consists of two content 
areas, Language Arts Literacy (LAL) and Mathematics, in Grades 3, 5, 6, and 7 and three content 
areas, LAL, Mathematics, and Science, in Grades 4 and 8 (NJDOE, 2011).  According to the NJ 
ASK 2010 Grades 3-8 Technical Report (2011), the NJ ASK is designed to give an early 
indication of the progress students are making in mastering the knowledge and skills described in 
New Jersey’s Core Curriculum Content Standards (CCSS) and fulfill the requirements under the 
2001 NCLB Act.  The NJ ASK is administered in the spring of each school year so that staff and 
students are provided the greatest opportunity to achieve proficiency on the assessments 
(NJDOE, 2011).  The NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy and Mathematics scores at Grades 3-8 
and Science scores at Grades 4 and 8 are reported as scale scores with the following ranges: 
! Partially Proficient  100-199 
! Proficient   200-249 
! Advanced Proficient  250-300 
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According to the NJDOE (2011), “Schools and districts should use the results to identify 
strengths and weaknesses in their educational programs” (p. 3).  Students who score at the 
Partially Proficient level are considered to be below the state minimum of proficiency.  These 
students are considered by the state to be most in need of academic support (NJDOE, 2011).   
NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy  
 In Grade 6 and Grade 7, the NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy Assessment (LAL) contains 
a total of 70 points.  The points are divided among the following areas:  
! Writing (18 points) 
! Persuasive/Speculative Prompt (12 points—scores doubled) 
! Explanatory/Expository Prompt (6 points) 
! Reading (total of 52 points with 23 points in Working with Text and 29 points in 
Analyzing Text) 
For the Persuasive Prompt, students are asked to answer one test item with approximately 45 
minutes of time on task.  For the Explanatory Prompt, students are again give one test item that 
requires approximately 30 minutes of time on task.  Students spend approximately 30 minutes of 
time on task for reading passages.  The test is approximately 195 minutes of time on task for 
students (NJDOE, 2011). 
Community and Family Variables that Impact Student Achievement 
Poverty and Student Achievement 
 According to Templeton (2011), poverty is defined as “having insufficient resources to 
meet what are typically seen as basic needs in that place and time, whether those needs stem 
from our animal (physical) natures or not” (p. 19).  In the United States, the official thresholds 
for poverty are determined by the Office of Management and Budget (OMB); persons with less 
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than that believed sufficient to buy basic needs such as food, shelter, clothing, and other essential 
items are deemed poor (Jensen, 2009).   
According to Jensen (2009), the effects of living in poverty can be seen in emotional and 
social challenges, acute and chronic stressors, cognitive deficits, and health and safety issues.  
Tienken and Orlich (2013) explain that inadequate nutrition, specifically deficiencies of the B1 
and B2 vitamins, is related to cognitive dysfunction.  Another effect of poverty is the occurrence 
of the single-parent family structure, which can reduce access to life experiences that can 
increase sight word vocabulary skills for children (Tienken & Orlich, 2013).   
Everyday living for those in poverty can be a struggle, especially because the risk factors 
are often multifaceted and tend to build off one another, leading to devastating effects (Atzaba-
Poria, Pike, & Deater-Deckard, 2004).  One problem created by poverty produces another, which 
in turn causes another, leading to devastating consequences overall (Jensen, 2004, p. 7).  For this 
study, income levels are defined as $25,000 or less (below poverty level), $35,000 or less 
(slightly above poverty level) and $200,000 or more (wealthy).  Since this study utilizes data 
from the year 2010, it is important to note that a family of five would have to make no more than 
$26,675 a year to be considered living in poverty (Bishaw, 2012).  The poverty level in the 
United States during the year 2010 reached 15.3%, an all-time 17-year high (Bishaw, 2012).   
Research regarding the impact of poverty on student achievement indicates that family 
income significantly correlates with children’s academic successes, especially during preschool, 
kindergarten, and primary years (van Ijzendoorn, Vereijken, Bakermans-Kranenburg, & Riksen-
Walraven, 2004).  Data from the Infant Health and Development Program show that 40% of 
children living in chronic poverty had deficiencies in at least two areas of functioning such as 
language and emotional responsiveness at age three (Bradley et al., 1994).   
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Performance on standardized assessments and other measures of student achievement 
varies with socioeconomic status.  According to Koretz (2008), socioeconomic status is often 
misconstrued as a synonym for income, but the term properly refers to more than that, and is 
often measured by a composite of income, educational attainment, and occupational status (p. 
102).  However, the trouble with how school personnel define SES is that schools have limited 
access to such information about students.  Instead, they are forced to use whatever information 
is at hand.  Often, weak proxies for data such as students’ eligibility for free and reduced-price 
lunches as a proxy for poverty or income and students’ estimates of the number of books found 
in their home are used (Koretz, 2008).  Even though these proxies are weak, there are still major 
differences in student achievement associated with socioeconomic status.  In the United States, 
in no state do economically disadvantaged students outperform middle class students or wealthy 
peers, on any state assessment, at any grade level (Tienken, 2011).  This is true of student 
performance on nationally administered assessments as well.  For example, on the 2000 National 
Assessment of Educational Progress (NAEP) twelfth grade assessment of mathematics, the mean 
performance of students eligible for free or reduced-price lunch was 0.71 standard deviation 
below the mean score for other students (Koretz, 2008, p. 103).  Similarly, Tienken (2010) calls 
the correlations between family income and scores on the SAT striking, with Reading at .988, 
Writing at .891, and Mathematics at .952.   
Even with weak measures of socioeconomic status, student scores on standardized 
assessments can be predicted.  Maylone (2002) predicted high school state test results using a 
community’s mean annual district household income, percentage of single-parent households, 
and percentage of high school students eligible for free and reduced lunch.  Maylone discovered 
that these three variables accounted for more than half of the variance in student achievement 
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and he was able to predict a school district’s results on state assessments within percentage 
points of actual scores.  This research was conducted without data regarding school 
characteristics or student variables, other than percentage of students receiving free and reduced- 
price lunch. 
Turnamian and Tienken (2012) conducted a similar study using Grade 3 results from the 
NJ ASK.  Using three community demographic figures, including a community’s percentage of 
lone-parent households, the percentage of residents with at least a B.A. degree, and the 
percentage of economically disadvantaged children, Turnamian and Tienken (2012) predicted 
Grade 3 results within 10 percentage points in Language Arts and Mathematics for 60% of 423 
New Jersey elementary schools.  Similarly, Gemellaro’s (2012) research found that more than 
half a school’s Grade 5 test results in New Jersey can be explained by the percentage of students 
eligible for free lunch.  According to Tienken (2008), test scores in New Jersey, as well as other 
states, rise simultaneously with income levels; test scores rise as the wealth of a community 
rises.   
Fouts (2002) conducted research using data from the Washington Assessment of Student 
Learning (WASL).  This high-stakes assessment is used in Washington State to meet the state 
and federal requirements under No Child Left Behind.  Fouts discovered that if students failed 
this assessment in fourth grade, they tended to also fail in Grade 7 and Grade 10.  Most of the 
students who failed were children of poverty (Fouts, 2002).   
Poverty and Language Arts Achievement 
 Barnett and Lamy (2013) explain that for all students, significant differences in the 
precursors of academic skills are evident from the earliest years of life and are associated with 
family income and other family circumstances.  However, in the United States, the concern about 
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the gaps in students’ Language Arts achievement is not typically apparent until the third or 
fourth grade when children begin to take state and national standardized assessments for the first 
time in their educational careers.  The concern intensifies again in high school, when low-income 
students begin to drop out or fail state-required exams for graduation.  Clearly, the gap does not 
begin in third or fourth grade.  As a result, efforts to close the achievement gap between low-
income and high-SES students must begin early (Barnett & Lamy, 2013).   
Children of low-income backgrounds often are less prepared for kindergarten than 
children of higher socioeconomic backgrounds.  Language acquisition skills often impact a 
child’s reading development and ability later on in life.  According to Huttenlocher (1998), by 
the time most children start school, they will have been exposed to 5 million words and should 
know about 13,000 of them.  Bornstein, Haynes, & Painter (1998) explain that children’s 
vocabulary is influenced by the mother’s sociodemographic characteristics, personal 
characteristics, vocabulary, and knowledge of child development.  A six-year study done by Hart 
and Risley (1995) found that three year olds from low-income families knew only about half as 
many words as three year olds from higher-income families.  The same study revealed that by 
age 3, children of professional parents were adding words to their vocabularies at about twice the 
rate of children in welfare families.  Further, the types of phrases that caregivers directed at 
children also correlated with income levels.  Slow vocabulary growth established a slower 
cognitive pattern by the time children turned three.  According to the research, intelligence tests 
performed later in childhood revealed that the students from welfare families scored lower than 
children from more affluent families by up to 29% (Hart & Risley, 2005). 
Research has also found that by the time children from poverty enter kindergarten they 
can be 12 or 18 months behind the average child (Barnett & Lamy, 2013).  Family income, 
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parental education, family structure, and conditions of a neighborhood are all complex variables 
that impact a child’s school readiness.  According to Duncan and Magnuson (2005), indicators of 
home experiences that support early learning and literacy development include the number of 
books and educational toys at home.  Children’s experiences with language, such as how many 
words are spoken to them, how often they are spoken to, and the extent to which they are 
encouraged to use their own developing pre-literacy skills, predict not just their earliest 
vocabulary but also their vocabulary skills in elementary school (Barnett & Lamy, 2013, p. 100).  
Weizman and Snow (2001) conducted research that found that low-income caregivers speak in 
shorter, more grammatically simpler sentences than high-income caregivers.  Additionally, they 
found that children in poverty are often exposed to a more limited range of language capabilities 
overall.  Exchanges between the primary caregiver and the child often contain fewer questions 
and explanations. 
Similar to language acquisition, a child’s reading ability is often impacted by poverty.  
Research shows that poverty adversely impacts the parts of a child’s brain that are required to 
develop the skills required for literacy development and reading (Noble, Wolmetz, Ochs, Farah, 
& McCandliss, 2006; Baydar, Brooks-Gunn, & Furstenberg, 1993; Brooks-Gunn, Guo, & 
Furstenburg, 1993; Liaw & Brooks-Gunn, 1994; Smith, Brooks-Gunn, & Klebanov, 1997).  
Phonological awareness, fluency, vocabulary, phonics, and comprehension skills must be 
explicitly taught to students and that teaching often begins in the child’s home from the primary 
caregiver.  However, in poor families, according to Jensen (2009), the time and expertise 
required to teach the skills needed for reading are often lacking in homes struck by poverty.  
Coley (2002) found that only 36% of low-income parents read to their kindergarten age children 
every day versus 62% of upper-income parents.   
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Household Income and Student Achievement 
The impact of poverty on student achievement has been studied for decades by 
educational researchers.  However, many bureaucrats continue to proclaim they are not 
convinced poverty matters in terms of student achievement on state-mandated assessments, 
despite the plethora of studies that exist that say otherwise (Tienken, 2012).  Sirin (2005) 
conducted a meta-analysis of 58 studies on the influence of poverty on student achievement 
published between 1990 and 2000.  Sirin’s analysis of more than 101,000 students from more 
than 6,800 schools in 128 school districts is critical, as the effect size at the group level was 0.60, 
with students from poverty scoring lower than students not in poverty.  This is valuable 
information for bureaucrats since important decisions about educator, school, and district quality 
rest on student performance on standardized assessments.   
Tienken (2012) argues that a problem occurs when bureaucrats set policy that requires 
the use of one standardized test to judge the quality of students, teachers, and administrators.  
This approach fails to recognize the growth that students make throughout a school year.  
Students from poverty do, on average, achieve one year’s worth of learning gain in one school 
year.  Using one standardized test at the end of the school year to measure student outcomes 
cannot effectively measure growth because not all students, especially students of poverty, start 
at the same academic place (Tienken, 2012).   
Research has shown that a child’s socioeconomic background, combined with 
community and family demographics, can be used to predict student performance on state 
mandated standardized assessments (Maylone, 2002; Tienken & Orlich, 2013; Turnamian & 
Tienken, 2013).  Students who live in poverty are less likely to achieve than students who do not 
live in poverty.  “As a group, students who are labeled as economically disadvantaged or poor 
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never score higher on standardized tests than their non-disadvantaged peers in any state on any 
grade level currently tested under NCLB” (Carter & Welner, 2013, p. 112).  Policies such as the 
Common Core State Standards (CCSS) can actually reduce what Carter and Welner (2013) refer 
to as the opportunity-to-learn variables for students who are economically disadvantaged.  As a 
result of the use of high-stakes assessments, the opportunity for economically disadvantaged 
students decreases as the curriculum narrows and the focus on tested subjects increases. 
          Furthermore, disparities in financial resources among parents can also lead to large 
disparities in educational resources in schools, simply because of how the nation’s schools are 
funded.  According to Darling-Hammond (2004), in most cases, education costs are supported by 
a system of general taxes, mostly local property taxes, along with state-funded grants.  “Because 
these funds are raised and spent locally, districts with higher property values have greater 
resources to fund their schools, even when poorer districts tax themselves at a proportionally 
higher rate” (Darling-Hammond, 2004, p. 216).  These gaps translate into fewer resources in the 
classroom; therefore, students least likely to have a wide variety of resources at home are also 
least likely to encounter them in school (Darling-Hammond, 2004).   
         Such inequity in the funding of school systems can inflict disproportionate harm on 
minority and economically disadvantaged students.  According to Taylor and Piche (1991), 
minority and economically disadvantaged students, White and Black, are located in property-
poor urban districts, districts that fare the worst in educational expenditures as a result of the 
school finance system.  According to Sastry and Pebley (2004), there are strong theoretical 
reasons to believe that the neighborhoods in which children grow up are important.  Research 
reveals that students’ cognitive achievement is impacted by family socioeconomic status and the 
home environment (Guo & Harris, 2000; Todd & Wolpin, 2006; Yeung, Linver, & Brooks-
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Gunn, 2002).  If students are going to be successful later in life, the acquisition of basic skills 
during childhood in reading and mathematics is important to success as adults (Farkas et al., 
1997; Hauser et al., 2000; Kerckhoff, Raudenbush, & Glennie, 2001; Brooks-Gunn, 2002).  
When children grow up in poor neighborhoods, they are less likely to have high quality schools, 
which play a key role in cognitive achievement (Rivkin, Hanushek, & Kain, 2005).   
Sastry and Pebly (2010) examined family and neighborhood sources of socioeconomic 
inequality in children’s reading and mathematics achievement using data from the 2000-2001 
Los Angeles Family and Neighborhood Survey.  Using Gini coefficients and concentration 
indices, which were developed to study income inequality, Sastry and Pebley (2010) examined 
overall inequality and socioeconomic inequality in reading and mathematics scores before and 
after controlling for child, family, and neighborhood variables, using multilevel statistical 
analysis.  The purpose of the research was to estimate the inequality in test scores by 
neighborhood SES and to assess the importance of inequality in student achievement by 
neighborhood SES compared with inequality based on parental characteristics.   
The researchers relied on three research questions to determine the magnitude and 
significance of inequality in children’s cognitive skills by neighborhood and family-level SES: 
(1) How much of children’s skills inequality is associated with SES? (2) Is there significant 
inequality in children’s skills by neighborhood SES after controlling for the effects of family 
SES? (3) Are there significant differences in children’s skills inequality by developmental stage?  
(Sastry & Pebley, 2010).  The results of the study demonstrate that one third of the total variation 
in mathematics achievement and one-fifth of the variation in reading achievement among 
children in Los Angeles were found to be associated with SES differences.  In particular, the 
reading scores of mothers and tract median income accounted for the largest proportion of total 
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inequality in children’s achievement.  The researchers discovered a greater SES inequality in 
children’s reading achievement by the mother’s reading score than by any other measure of SES.  
The next largest net association was for tract median income, which accounted for 11% of the 
total inequality in children’s reading scores.  For children’s mathematics scores, the mother’s 
reading score and tract median income had the largest net effects, with each associated with 16% 
of total inequality.  
At the neighborhood level, the researchers also examined the effects of other 
neighborhood and family characteristics on children’s test scores.  Overall, the unadjusted results 
of the study revealed that there are substantial SES inequalities in children’s skills associated 
with neighborhood median income and family SES (Sastry & Pebley, 2010).  This research 
indicates that children in higher SES families score better on assessments largely because their 
mothers have better reading skills and more education most likely because they live in higher- 
income neighborhoods.  Further, the researchers found large effects of average neighborhood 
income on children’s reading and mathematics achievement.  According to Sastry and Pebley 
(2010), living in a low-income neighborhood appears to have a greater effect on inequality in test 
scores than coming from a low-income family.   
 In the United States, the gaps between education and family income are large and are 
continuing to widen.  One of the areas heavily researched in an attempt to close the achievement 
gap is in the area of parental involvement, as it relates to parent income and race/ethnicity.  
According to Desimone (1999), studies have shown that parental involvement varies according 
to parental social, racial/ethnic, and economic characteristics (Catsambis & Garland, 1997; 
Hoover-Dempsey, Bassler, & Brissie, 1987; Muller & Kerbow, 1993).  According to Desimone 
(1999), other studies have reported that low-income minority parents have different beliefs 
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about parents' role in school and are less involved in school than higher income, nonminority 
parents (Chavkin & Williams, 1993: Coleman, 1987b; Connell, Spencer, & Aber, 1994; Delga- 
do-Gaitan, 1991; Lareau, 1987, 1989: McLanahan, 1985; Milne et al., 1986; D. L. Stevenson & 
Baker, 1987).  Further, the home environment, including family income and parental education, 
plays a critical role in the cognitive development of children.  Guo and Harris (2000) found that 
lower-SES children are exposed to poorer home physical environments, such as housing quality 
and safety.  They are also offered less cognitive stimulation, have poorer health, access to worse 
childcare, and less consistent and less warm parenting styles.   
Inequalities in children’s skill development, especially inequalities related to 
socioeconomic status, are critical because of the potential intergenerational transmission of 
disadvantage (Sastry & Pebley, 2010).  When this intergenerational disadvantage occurs, parents 
are less able to move their children to higher quality neighborhoods.  Although schools are 
important, neighborhoods are also important since children spend most of their childhood outside 
of school (Downey, von Hippel, & Broh, 2004).  Local funding of public schools with taxpayer 
dollars typically means that the quality of the schools is associated with socioeconomic status.  
According to Sampson et al. (2004), the situation may be exacerbated in neighborhoods with 
high residential turnover and concentrated poverty because parents in such neighborhoods have 
decreased involvement with their children in school and are less involved with school reform 
efforts.    
Desimone (1999) conducted research that analyzed parental involvement in children’s 
learning at school and at home, with particular focus on how the effects of parental involvement 
vary for students from disparate racial/ethnic and economic backgrounds.  The data used in her 
study consisted of survey data from the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 and 
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standardized test scores in math and reading for a nationally representative sample of 24,599 
adolescents who were in eighth grade in 1988.  Parent surveys were available for almost 21,000 
students.  Data were analyzed using ordinary least-squares regression.  The results of the study 
indicated that there are statistically significant differences that exist in the relationship between 
parent involvement and student achievement according to race/ethnicity and family income 
(Desimone, 1999).   
Overall, the previous research demonstrates that a child’s socioeconomic background, 
combined with community and family demographics, can be used to predict student 
achievement, specifically performance on reading and mathematics assessments.  Recent studies 
in the area of family and neighborhood income, as well as parental involvement with school, 
indicate that student achievement is associated with SES and income.   
Lone-Parent Household and Student Achievement 
Numerous disciplines, including psychology, sociology, and economics, often suggest 
correlations between family structure and the educational outcomes of children.  Each discipline 
suggests that children reared in certain family structures will receive more social, cultural, and 
economic resources than children who are reared in other family structures (Ginther & Pollak, 
2004).   While social scientists from many different disciplines have estimated the empirical 
relationship between family structure and children’s outcomes, it is difficult to rule out the 
possibility that other unobserved variables influence the family structure and the children’s 
educational outcomes (Ginther & Pollak, 2004).  Examples of these variables include gender, 
race, and income level.  Biblarz and Raftery (1999) showed that correlations between family 
structure and outcomes substantially diminish as more controls for family background such as 
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family income or mother’s education are added (Ginther & Pollak, 2004).  Jeynes (2005) finds 
family structure to be the single greatest predictor of academic achievement.   
While numerous studies have been done examining the relationship between family 
structure and educational achievement of children, the results of these studies offer inconsistent 
results with regard to lone-parent households, a family structure that may cause inconsistent 
parenting or reduced supervision and control (Thomson, Hanson, & McLanahan, 1994).  The 
lone-parent structure may adversely impact child development and may impact educational 
outcomes for children.  One of the most influential studies between family structure and 
children’s outcomes is by McLanahan and Sandefur (1994).  They found that children who grow 
up in single-parent families and children with stepparents have lower educational attainment than 
those who grow up with both biological parents.  Similarly, other researchers, including Ermish 
and Francesconi (2001), Case, Lin, and McLanahan (2001), and Evenhouse and Reilly (2004) 
also found that family structure has a significant effect on children’s educational outcomes.  
Specifically, for children reared in single-parent families, researchers consistently find negative 
effects on a child’s school achievement, completion, behavior, and social development (Amato & 
Keith, 1991; Astone & McLanahan, 1991; Downey, 1994; Featherstone & Cudnick, 1992; 
McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994; Pong, 1998; Pong & Ju, 2000).  However, other studies, 
including a study done by Bjorklund and Sundstrom (2002), found that no family structure has 
significant effects on children’s educational outcomes.  This lack of agreement about the effect of 
family structure on children’s outcomes is marked and requires further investigation. 
Family structure continues to be an important variable for researchers and educators to 
consider because, unlike other indicators of achievement, it is a variable over which children 
have little or no control (Lee, Kushner, & Cho, 2007).  Additionally, investigating the impact 
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gender has on lone- parent households and adolescents’ academic achievement is valuable as 
well.  Much of the prior research has combined single-mother and single-father families into one 
category of single parent, without indicating whether the family is headed by a single mother or a 
single father (Downey, 1994).  Academic achievement of children who are reared in single-
mother households is well documented; however, much less is known about the academic 
achievement of children who are reared in single-father households.  Research in this area is key, 
as this is a family structure that represents the fastest growing segment of the single-parent 
demographic in the United States today (Lee, Kushner, & Cho, 2007).  According to the U.S. 
Census Bureau (2000), since 1990, there has been a 62% increase in single-father families in the 
United States.  Therefore, analyzing the role of gender in lone-parent households is of critical 
importance for educators, policymakers, parents, and researchers in order to explain how and 
why children living in single-parent families succeed. 
Ram and Hou (2003) used data from three cycles of the National Longitudinal Surveys of 
Children and Youth, first conducted in 1994-1995 and continued every two years until the 
conclusion of the study in 2003, to examine the effects of changes in family structure (from a 
family with two original parents to a lone-parent family or step-family) on emotional-behavioral 
and cognitive outcomes of young children.  The initial survey collected data from a clustered 
probability sample of 13,439 households and achieved an overall response rate of 86.3% and a 
longitudinal response rate of 89% of the original cohort involved in the study.  Included in the 
study were 22,831 children under the age of 12 and their parents, with researchers interviewing 
the person most knowledgeable about the child, who in about 90% of the cases was the 
biological mother.  The analysis of the social-emotional behavioral outcomes was based on a 
sample of 4,000 children, ages 4 to 7 in the first cycle, moved into the 6 to 9 age group in the 
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second cycle, and the 10 to 11 age group in the third cycle.  Ram and Hou (2003) analyzed 
cognitive behaviors, such as math skills and reading comprehension, using a smaller sample of 
children from the two latest cycles only.  The sample size for each group varied depending on the 
response to specific dependent variables. 
In the case of the two cognitive outcomes, regression analyses were done to examine the 
changes between the last two cognitive cycles because mathematics test scores observed in the 
first cycle were severely biased because of poor response rates due to half of the children in the 
sample not receiving the test because of geography, timing in administration of the questionnaire, 
and refusal to participate by parents and/or school boards (Ram and Hou, 2003).  The math test 
also could not distinguish children’s abilities for certain grades as well.  Finally, children who 
were administered the reading comprehension test, PPVT-4, in the third cycle were too young to 
have taken the test in the first cycle.  Regression results reveal that overall changes in the family 
structure are detrimental to a child’s cognitive skills.  Ram and Hou (2003) explain that although 
some of the effect sizes are rather small in the models, they are noteworthy because they are 
systematically negative and they refer to changes in scores within a brief interval in time (1-3 
years).   
The role economic resources play in the cognitive outcomes of children is mixed, 
according to Ram and Hou (2003).  Ram and Hou’s study suggests that a deterioration in 
economic conditions accounts for some of the negative association between family disruptions 
and child outcomes.  Interestingly, the findings reveal that stepchildren perform worse on math 
skills; however, children who moved from a two-parent family to a one-parent family perform 
worse on reading comprehension and lower than children who were always raised by one parent, 
when all variables are considered.  The study examined the role of two intervening variables, 
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economic and familial resources, both of which impact the family structure and ultimately, child 
outcomes (Ram & Hou, 2003).  Decline in family resources (those related to parenting style and 
psychological well being), according to this study, is of paramount importance in child 
behavioral/emotional outcomes; however, they have almost nothing to do with poor math skills 
and reading comprehension skills of the same children.  However, the study reveals that income 
affects cognitive outcomes but not behavioral/emotional outcomes (Ram & Hou, 2003).  Overall, 
the study indicates that economic factors contribute in small part to differences between intact 
and disrupted families with regard to social and emotional behaviors and cognitive outcomes.  
According to Ram and Hou (2003), effective parenting is the most important variable to mediate 
the unfavorable impact marital disruption has on the emotional and behavioral well-being of 
children.  This finding is in line with other research, which indicates that parenting practices and 
the psychological well-being of the child’s mother is an important predictor of a child’s overall 
well-being (Pettit, Bates & Dodge, 1997; Simons et al., 1999). 
Lee, Kushner, and Cho (2007) used a national database as well, Educational Longitudinal 
Study (ELS:2002), to investigate the effects of parent gender, child gender, and parental 
involvement in school on the academic achievement of adolescents in single-parent households.  
ELS:2002 was used in this study because it contains a wide array of student academic 
performance information from students, parents, teachers, and school records.  In this study, 
school records, including math and reading standardized test scores, were the objective 
indicators for students’ academic achievement.  Data also included teacher evaluations of each 
student’s classroom behaviors from the teacher’s perspective. This study utilized a large 
nationally representative sample that allowed for a strong multivariate statistical test, which 
helped to overcome many of the limitations of previous research.  The database was used to 
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answer four research questions: (a) Is there a significant difference in academic achievement 
between adolescents who live in single-father households and adolescents who live in single- 
mother households? (b) Is there a significant difference in academic achievement between 
adolescents who live with their same-gender parent and adolescents who live with their cross-
gender parent? (c) Is there a significant difference between adolescents who live with highly 
involved single parents and adolescents who live with less involved single parents?  (d)  Does 
parents’ gender and children’s gender interact with parental involvement in school to affect 
adolescents’ academic achievement differentially? (Lee, Kushner, & Cho, 2007). 
The sample in the study included 2,156 high school sophomores (i.e., 169 boys and 139 
girls who lived with a single father, and 863 boys and 985 girls who lived with a single mother) 
who had completed data on the research variables.  There were approximately 61.3% White, 
non-Hispanic, 10.2% Black, non-Hispanic, 10.0% Asian or Pacific Islander, 0.7% American 
Indian or Alaska Native, 12.8% Hispanic or Latino/a (any race), and 5.0% Multiracial. 
Approximately 37.5% were from the southern United States, about 14.9% were from the 
northeast; about 25.2% were from the north central region, and about 22.4% were from the 
western United States. Approximately 26.5% of the  participants were from urban areas, about 
32.4% were from suburban areas, and about 42.1% were from rural areas.   
The variables in the study conducted by Lee, Kushner, and Cho (2007) included single- 
parent status as measured by the ELS:2002 Parent Questionnaire to measure family composition, 
amount of parental involvement, including involvement with study habits, communication with 
school personnel, attendance at school activities, and teaching of behaviors that are conducive to 
academic success, standardized math and reading test scores, and English and math teachers’ 
evaluations of students’ classroom behaviors measured by a five-point Likert-type scale (i.e., 
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How often does this student complete homework? How often is this student absent from your 
class?).  Measures of socioeconomic status included parent’s education, family income, and 
parent’s occupation.  In this study, students who lived with single mothers (M !"#$%&'SD=.69) 
had significantly lower mean scores on SES, t(2,154)=4.15, p<.001, than did students who lived 
with single fathers (M!"#%$& SD=.72) (Lee, Kushner, & Cho, 2007).  A three-way 2x2x2 
MANCOVA, with student academic achievement (standardized test scores and teachers’ 
evaluations) as dependent variables and SES as covariates was computed to examine the 
main and interaction effects of parent’s gender, child’s gender, and parental involvement in 
school on student academic achievement while controlling for the effects of SES. 
The results of this study conducted by Lee, Kushner, and Cho (2007) reveal that there are 
no significant differences in academic achievement between adolescents who lived in single-
father households and adolescents who lived in single-mother households.  This finding is in 
conflict with the findings of other studies conducted by Featherman and Hauser (1978) and 
Mulkey et al. (1992).  Featherman and Hauser (1978) found that children who lived with single 
mothers had higher academic achievement scores than those who lived with single fathers.  
Mulkey et al. (1992) revealed opposite findings; children who lived with single fathers had 
higher academic achievement than those who lived with single-mothers.  Further, this study 
revealed that there were no significant differences in academic achievement between children 
who lived with the same-gender parent and children who lived with the cross-gender parent, 
ultimately demonstrating no evidence of a matched-gender advantage.   
This study also found that there were no significant differences between children who 
lived with single parents who were highly involved in their academics and children who lived 
with parents who were less involved with their children’s academics.  This finding conflicts with 
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the results of the National Center for Education Statistics (1997) study which revealed that 
children in sixth through twelfth grade who lived with single parents were more likely to achieve 
“A’s” if the single parent was involved in school.  However, that study used grades as a 
dependent variable and the study conducted by Lee, Kushner, and Cho (2007) used standardized 
test scores and teacher evaluations as dependent variables. 
Finally, Lee, Kushner, and Cho’s (2007) findings also revealed that parent gender and 
child gender interact with parental involvement in school to affect adolescents’ academic 
achievement differentially.  Only daughters who lived with single fathers received higher 
academic achievement scores when the fathers were involved in more school activities.  These 
daughters demonstrated higher scores than any other group on the four academic achievement 
variables (reading, math, English teacher’s evaluation, math teacher’s evaluation). Tentative 
explanations for these results rely on gender identity development research by Arditti (1999), 
which suggests that when children and adolescents view their parents in a friend role, parental 
authority is compromised by becoming either overly identified with the same-gender parent or 
too disengaged with the cross-gender parent.  Lee, Kushner, and Cho (2007) suggest that 
students benefit from exposure to parents of the opposite sex because certain boundaries can be 
put in place that do not promote a relationship that relies on friendship.  In this study, the 
parental-modeling effect caused by the cross-gender relationship may explain why daughters 
who lived with highly involved single fathers performed better in the academic achievement 
measures (Lee, Kushner, & Cho, 2007).  The results remained consistent even when all other 
relevant variables of explanation were held constant.  The focus for fathers is more task-oriented 
or concrete, whereas for mothers the focus may be more holistic, accepting, and less demanding 
(Lee, Kushner, & Cho, 2007).  Therefore, the results indicate that highly involved single fathers 
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are more likely than less involved single fathers to remain focused on their child’s academic 
tasks due to their involvement in school activities such as homework and volunteering. 
 Lee, Kushner, and Cho’s (2007) study reveals several limitations. First, the sample 
included children who experienced divorce at different times during their lives and the database 
did not provide any information regarding the timing of the divorce.  As a result, the researchers 
were unable to determine if timing of divorce is an influencing factor on the outcome data. 
Further, since the participants in the study were all tenth grade students at the time of data 
collection, it is conceivable that the impact of parental involvement and matched-gender parents 
could have occurred earlier in childhood.  Finally, the researchers used an existing database that  
provided only limited items for variable analysis.  For example, in this study, items that 
measured parental involvement may not have included all aspects of parental involvement that 
prior research indicates are critical factors in student achievement.  Parental involvement 
research done by Epstein (1994) explains that there are six types of parental involvement:  
parenting, communicating, volunteering, learning at home, decision making, and collaborating 
with community.   However, Lee, Kushner, and Cho’s (2007) study focused only on school 
variables related to parent involvement (i.e., school-related parenting, volunteering in school, and 
learning at home).  However, despite the limitations, since the study used a large nationally 
representative sample, it did overcome many of the limitations of prior studies that used smaller, 
non-representative samples.   
 Dawson (1991) also conducted research in an attempt to identify the influence of single 
parent family structures on student achievement.  Using data from a nationally representative 
sample of 17,110 children under age 18 (non-institutionalized, civilian population), Dawson 
found that children living with single mothers or with mothers and stepfathers were more likely 
   
 
64 
than those living with both biological parents to have repeated a grade in school, to have been 
expelled, to have been treated for emotional or behavioral problems, and to have elevated scores 
for behavioral problems and health vulnerability.  Data were collected in personal interviews 
using the National Health Interview Survey (NHIS), an ongoing survey of U.S. households. It 
consists of a basic health and demographic questionnaire that remains consistent each year and  
includes health topics that change on an annual basis.  
Unlike previous studies that found more negative outcomes in children of divorce than in 
children from other single-parent families (Ferri, 1976; Santrock, 1972; Zill, 1978), Dawson’s 
research found almost no statistically significant differences in terms of physical health, school 
performance, or behavioral problems among children living with formerly married mothers, 
never married mothers, or mothers and stepfathers (Dawson, 1991). This lack of differential 
effect may be a result of the cross-sectional design of the NHIS-CH since emotional problems 
associated with separation, divorce, and remarriage tend to decrease over time (Wallerstein and 
Kelly, 1980).  However, problems related to single parenting among never-married single parents 
are more constant over time.  In Dawson’s study, the children whose parents had separated, 
divorced, or remarried were captured at various intervals of time following the change in family 
structure.  Therefore, the problems of children whose parents had separated, divorced, or 
remarried were reduced by the passage of time; the problems experienced by children of never 
married mothers were less impacted. 
Downey (1994) conducted research to determine the academic performance of children 
from single-father families and how they achieve in school compared to children from single-
mother and two-parent  families.  His research also attempted to identify whether or not the 
same variables that explain the school performance of children from single mother households 
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account for the educational performance of children in single- father homes.  Downey’s study 
used a nationally representative sample of eighth grade students from the National Longitudinal 
Study of 1988.  Eight different educational outcomes were compared for 409 children in single-
father, 3,483 in single-mother, and 14,269 children in biological two-parent families. Student-
reported grades and scores on standardized math, reading, history, and science tests (scales range 
from 0 to 4) were used.  In addition, teacher reports of students’ classroom behavior were used to 
construct scales of student effort (0 = little effort to 3 = high effort) and obedience (0  = 
disruptive, l  = not disruptive), = capturing an element of school performance for which children 
from single-parent families frequently are rated poorly. 
Downey’s (1994) research found that children from single-father families do not perform 
any better in school than children from single-mother families, except on standardized 
assessments.  The two groups did not differ with regard to grades (2.76 vs. 2.72, p = .62), and 
they had comparable mean scores for educational expectations and the three teacher evaluations 
of classroom behavior (effort, obedience, attendance). The one area in which children from 
single-mother and single-father families consistently differed was with respect to standardized 
tests, especially the math test  (2.52 to 2.28, p < .001).  Although the two groups of single-parent 
children were similar in terms of educational performance (with the exception of standardized 
tests), they both performed well below children from two-parent families. With regard to all eight 
measures of educational performance used, both children from single-father and single- mother 
families performed below children from two-parent families (Downey, 1994). 
Downey (1994) found that the processes that explain school performance for children from 
single- father and single-mother families are different. The lack of economic resources is more 
useful for understanding the school difficulties of children from single-mother families, while 
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the lack of interpersonal parental resources (time spent talking to the child about school and 
parental involvement in school activities and the child’s friends) explains why children from 
single-father families do poorly in school.  Overall, single fathers are better at providing the 
economic resources, while single mothers are better able to provide the interpersonal resources 
children need (Downey, 1994). 
Parental Educational Attainment and Student Achievement 
Parents’ educational attainment is influential not only in the mortality of children across the world, 
but is also influential in predicting children’s achievement (Corwyn & Bradley, 2003; Desai & Alva, 1998; 
Jimerson, Egeland, & Teo, 1999; Linver, Brooks-Gunn, & Kohen, 2002; Yeung, Linver, & Brooks-
Gunn, 2002).  The level of parents’ education can impact their beliefs about student achievement as well as 
their behaviors as parents with regard to education (Davis-Kean & Sexton, 2009).  Research suggests that 
both income and education may have important influences on a family’s ability to provide a 
stimulating environment at home that contributes to higher student achievement in school (Duncan 
& Brooks-Gunn, 1997; Fox, Platz, & Bentley, 1995; McLeod & Shanahan, 1993). 
However, research also suggests that parents’ educational attainment may have a stronger 
influence than income across child development.  Research conducted by Duncan and Brooks-Gunn 
(1997) discovered that family income has significant effects on children’s outcomes at young 
ages, such as three or four years old, but this effect decreases over time, ultimately leading to no 
effect by adolescence.  However, the impact of parents’ educational attainment appears to continue 
from early childhood into adolescence.  Davis-Keane (2005) found strong effects of parental 
educational attainment on children 8-12 years old, with income making almost no impact on 
student achievement, parental beliefs, or parental behaviors.  Research also suggests that the 
level of parents’ educational attainment impacts parents’ educational expectations for their 
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children.  Halle, Kurtz-Costes, and Mahoney (1997) found that parental expectations about 
student achievement are vital to success in math and reading. 
Less research exists that examines whether these variables exist for different 
race/ethnicity groups.  As a result, Davis-Keane and Sexton (2009) conducted research using 
data from a national multiethnic, longitudinal study of children called the Early Childhood 
Longitudinal Study-Kindergarten class of 1998-1999 (ECLS-K) and examined the process of 
how parents’ educational attainment is related to student achievement through parental beliefs 
and behavior and how the influence of attainment, beliefs, and behavior varies by race and 
ethnicity.  The data were collected on a national sample of both public school and private school 
kindergarteners.  The sample included 6,808 White, non-Hispanic students; 1,415 Black, non-
Hispanic students; 1,410 Hispanic students; 515 Asian students.  The sample was limited to 
students who had valid reading assessment scores in the fall of kindergarten and students with 
complete assessment data on all of the third grade outcome variables.  Further, the sample was 
limited to students who were identified as belonging to the following race/ethnic groups: 
Europeans (non-Hispanic), African (non-Hispanic), Hispanic, and Asian Americans.  If a student 
was in a family in which a language other than English was spoken, the Oral Language 
Development Scale (OLDS) was administered; students who scored below the proficiency cut 
point on the OLDS did not receive the reading assessment, and they were ultimately eliminated 
from the sample (Davis-Keane & Sexton, 2009). 
Using home interviews, the researchers measured SES, parental expectations for 
educational success, reading, school involvement, and warmth of home environment.  Student 
achievement was measured in kindergarten and third grade.  Results of the study revealed 
parents’ educational attainment was an important predictor of children’s achievement as well as 
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the change in children’s achievement over time and that parental beliefs and behaviors were also 
important indirect pathways for the influence (Davis-Keane & Sexton, 2009). 
School Level Variables That Impact Student Achievement 
Teacher Mobility and Student Achievement 
 As previously noted, students from impoverished backgrounds not only experience an 
opportunity gap as a result of family circumstance, but also they often live in segregated 
neighborhoods.  When parents have less access to money and educational resources and have 
lower levels of education themselves, the educational opportunities available to their children are 
limited.  Educational opportunity is directly connected with housing since where a family lives 
generally determines the quality of the schools the children in the neighborhood attend (Orfield, 
2013).  The gap in neighborhoods and the very different schooling opportunities that are attached 
to them are a central part of the opportunity gap (Orfield, 2013, p. 40).  Minority families tend to 
live in rental housing and move more frequently than White families.  These neighborhoods have 
been disproportionately impacted by the foreclosure crisis in America, ultimately resulting in lost 
homes and forfeited assets for families who are already living in impoverished neighborhoods 
(Orfield, 2013).  This mobility impacts the continuity of the children’s education and the schools 
they attend. 
 School districts are greatly impacted by social inequalities such as poverty.  According to 
Orfield (2013), teachers are among the most important school features that influence student 
outcomes.  When teachers get blamed for the failure of a school, specifically schools that tend to 
serve neighborhoods with high poverty levels, they tend to leave the schools where they are 
unfairly blamed and instead teach in schools where they are credited for the success of more 
privileged students.  When schools suffer high teacher mobility, student achievement is 
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negatively impacted (Guin, 2004; Ingersoll, 2001).  According to the United States Department 
of Education (2011), of the teachers who began teaching in public schools in 2007 or 2008, about 
10% were no longer teaching in 2008-2009, and 12% were not teaching in 2009-2010.  Of these 
beginner teachers, about 74% were in the same school in 2009-2010 as in the previous year 
(stayers), about 10% were teaching in a different school in 2009-2010 than the previous school 
year (movers), about 3% had returned to teaching in 2009-2010 after a year of not teaching 
(returners), and about 12% were not teaching in 2009-2010 (p. 3).  Understanding the reasons for 
teacher mobility in schools is critical for policymakers seeking to close the achievement gap 
among disadvantaged student populations since schools located in urban areas often suffer high 
turnover rates and, as a result, are forced to fill positions with newer, less experienced teachers 
(Lankford, Loeb, & Wykoff, 2002).  According to Rivkin, Hanushek, and Kain (2005), teachers 
typically need about five years of teaching experience to become fully effective at improving 
student achievement.  Schools forced to fill vacancies with less experienced or newer teachers 
often end up with high concentrations of less effective teachers.  
 Kukla-Acevedo (2009) conducted research exploring whether three specific workplace 
conditions (classroom autonomy, administrative support, and behavioral climate) were related to 
teacher mobility decisions to quit teaching or switch schools.  In general, teachers are more 
likely to leave urban schools and schools that have students from high poverty neighborhoods 
(Smith & Ingersoll, 2004; Carroll, Reichardt, & Guarino, 2000; Hanushek et al., 2004; Scafidi, 
Sjoquist, & Stinebrickner, 2007).  Kukla-Acevedo’s (2009) study used data from the 1999-2000 
Schools and Staffing Survey (SASS) and the 2000-2001 Teacher Follow-up Survey (TFS), 
administered by the National Center for Education Statistics and included a sample size of 3,505 
public school teachers.  The three independent variables (classroom autonomy, administrative 
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support, and behavioral climate) represented teachers’ perceptions of their workplace conditions 
and were all factors that predicted teacher stress.   
Of the 3,505 TFS respondents in the study, 5% left teaching, 8% switched schools, and 
87% remained and continued to teach in the same school.  New teachers with 0-5 years of 
experience were nearly 1.5 times as likely to leave the field of teaching and more than two times 
as likely to switch schools compared to experienced teachers with more than five years of 
teaching experience.  Behavioral climate was significant in new teachers’ decisions to leave 
teaching altogether.  Increased administrative support reduced the likelihood that teachers would 
leave or switch schools.  Interestingly, in this study, increased administrative support among 
first-year teachers increased the likelihood that teacher turnover would occur.  Classroom 
autonomy was insignificant in the models in the study.  Kukla-Acevedo (2009) hypothesizes that 
the reason classroom autonomy remained insignificant despite prior research indicating its 
significance is because the current high-stakes testing environment leads teachers to believe that 
this variable will not change, even with a change in schools. 
Kukla-Acevedo (2009) reveals several limitations of her study.  First, the time frame of 
the study was limited to one point in time (one-year time frame), making it impossible to explore 
the trends in teacher turnover.  Further, the study did not investigate whether movers are more 
likely to become leavers or stayers.  Finally, the researcher explains that there may have been 
“attenuation problems with the classroom autonomy measure” since 22% of the variance in this 
measure was error variance.  Despite the limitations, the study indicated that first-year teachers 
are strongly affected by behavioral challenges in schools and that novice teachers demonstrate 
different reasons for moving from a school than more experienced teachers do.   
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Scafidi, Sjoquist, & Stinebrickner (2007) conducted research that examined “the 
importance of non-pecuniary school characteristics, such as race and poverty, on teacher 
turnover” using three sources of data on all public elementary school teachers and all public 
elementary schools in Georgia (p. 2).  Using data obtained from the administrative records kept 
by the Georgia Professional Standards Commission (GAPSC) on the characteristics of individual 
teachers from the 1991-1992 school year to the 2000-2001 school year as well as characteristics 
of individual elementary schools from 1994-1995 to 2000-2001, including racial composition, 
average student achievement on standardized exams, and percentage of students eligible for free 
or reduced lunch provided by the Georgia Department of Education (GADOE), Scafidi et al. 
(2007) used univariate tabulations and linear probability models to analyze the mobility and 
retention of new elementary school teachers.  The sample included 11,070 elementary teachers 
who began teaching between 1994-1995 and 1999-2000 in Georgia and were under 27 years old 
when they started their teaching career.  The results of the study indicate that teachers are much 
more likely to exit schools with large proportions of minority students, and “thus, while the 
common notion that teachers are more likely to leave high poverty schools is correct, it occurs 
because teachers are more likely to leave a particular type of poor school—one with a large 
proportion of minorities” (p. 2).  The three non-pecuniary school characteristics, minority, 
disadvantaged, and lower achieving students, were highly correlated.  The correlation between 
the proportion of students who are black and the poverty status of students was 0.74.  The 
correlation between the proportion of students who are black and achievement test scores was  
-0.54, and the correlation between the poverty status of students and achievement test scores was 
-0.62 (Scafidi et al., 2007).      
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Lankford, Loeb, and Wyckoff (2002) examined teacher movement out of particular 
schools in New York State during the years 1999-2000, using data from the Personnel Master 
File (PMF) which comes from the Basic Education Data System (BEDS) of the New York State 
Education Department as well as other databases characterizing the career history of each 
teacher, qualifications of prospective and actual teachers, and the environments in which the 
individuals make career decisions.  Additionally, the researchers identified the institutions from 
which the teachers earned their undergraduate degrees using the NYS Teacher Certification 
Database (TCERT), and they combined that information with the Barron’s ranking of college 
selectivity to construct variables measuring the selectivity of the college from which the teachers 
graduated (Lankford et al., 2002).  Scores teachers received on the NYS Teacher Certification 
Exam were also accessed and included in the models.  To determine the distribution of teachers 
across schools, the researchers created multiple measures of average teacher characteristics, 
including the following:  
! The percent of teachers with no prior teaching experience 
! The percent with no more than a bachelor’s degree 
! The percent not certified in any current assignment 
! The percent certified in all current assignments 
! The percent of exam takers who failed the NTE General Knowledge Exam of the 
NYSTCE Liberal Arts and Science Exam on their first attempt 
! The percent who attended Barron’s College Guide most competitive and highly 
competitive schools 
! The percent who attended competitive, less competitive, or least-competitive schools 
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The study considered approximately 180,000 New York State teachers.  The results of the 
study indicated that “transfer and quit behaviors of teachers is consistent with the hypothesis that 
more qualified teachers seize opportunities to leave difficult working conditions and move to 
more appealing environments” (p. 55).  Further, according to the research, “Teachers are more 
likely to leave poor, urban schools and those who leave are likely to have greater skills than 
those who stay” (p. 55).  This research revealed that in New York State, nonwhite, poor, and low-
performing students in urban areas attend schools with less qualified teachers and urban students 
are four times more likely than their suburban peers to perform below basic proficiency levels 
(Lankford et al., 2002). 
Teacher Education Levels and Student Achievement 
 Teacher effects, including teacher education levels and teacher competence, have been 
shown to be influential on student achievement.  As new standards for student learning have been 
introduced (i.e., Common Core Learning Standards) across the United States, as well as 
mandated teacher evaluation systems such as AchieveNJ, greater attention has been given to the 
role that teacher quality plays in student achievement (National Commission on Teaching and 
America’s Future, 1996; National Education Goals Panel, 1988).  The question about whether or 
not teacher qualifications matter is critical as policymakers become more involved in school 
reform.  While some research has suggested that schools have little influence on a child’s 
achievement that is independent of his background and general social context, other research 
suggests that school level factors, including teacher qualifications, do matter and may play an 
important role in what students learn (Coleman et al., 1966; Ferguson, 1991; Darling-Hammond, 
2004).  However, there has been little investigation into the effects on achievement that may be 
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associated with large-scale policies and institutional practices that affect the overall level of 
teachers’ knowledge and skills in a state or region (Darling-Hammond, 2004). 
Across the United States, large disparities exist in access to well-qualified teachers.  
According to Darling-Hammond (2004), in 2001, students in California’s most segregated 
minority schools were more than five times as likely to have uncertified teachers as those in 
predominantly White schools.  A nationwide study conducted by Oakes (1990) revealed that low-
income and minority students had less contact with the best qualified mathematics and science 
teachers and students in high minority schools had less than a 50% chance of being taught by a 
math or science teacher holding a license or a degree in the instructional area he/she taught.  
Further, by every measure of qualification, including state certification, content knowledge, 
pedagogical training, selectivity of college attended, test scores, or experience, less qualified 
teachers are found disproportionately in schools serving greater numbers of low-income or 
minority students (Lankford et al., 2002).  Given the federal and state policies that require 
students take high-stakes assessments often required for promotion from grade to grade, 
placement into academically rigorous courses, and high school graduation, it is important for 
policymakers to consider that access to well-qualified teachers can be a critical determinant of 
how students perform on these high-stakes assessments (Darling-Hammond, 2004). 
Until recently, a lack of data prevented researchers from determining whether students 
learned more from teachers with particular degrees (Wayne & Youngs, 2003).  Research was 
mixed, with findings of positive and negative impact.  However, as recent improvement in data 
collection on degrees and coursework became available, it became apparent that the mixed 
results for degree level were partially attributable to the failure of the studies to identify whether 
teachers’ additional degrees were related to the subjects they taught (Wayne & Youngs, 2003).  
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Goldhaber and Brewer (1997) conducted a study that examined whether 10th graders scored 
better in mathematics when their teachers had master’s degrees.  No differences in student 
achievement were initially noted; however, once information about the subject of the degrees 
was introduced, significant results were found.  Mathematics students whose teachers had 
master’s degrees in mathematics had higher achievement gains than those whose teachers had 
either no advanced degrees or advanced degrees in subjects other than math.  Further, teachers 
who held bachelor’s degrees in mathematics also saw an increase in the achievement of their 
students versus teachers who held bachelor’s degrees in subjects other than math. 
Ferguson (1991) conducted an analysis of 900 school districts in Texas and found that 
teacher expertise, teacher experience, and master’s degrees combined accounted for 40% of the 
measured variance in student test scores.  After controlling for socioeconomic variables, the 
variation in teachers’ qualifications in Texas accounted for all of the variation in Black and White 
students’ test scores.  This study was replicated by Ferguson and Ladd (1996) in Alabama and 
once again, 31% of the predicted difference in mathematics achievement between top and bottom 
districts was explained by teacher qualifications and class sizes.  Of the predicted difference, 
29.5% was explained by race, poverty, and parent education. 
Boyd, Grossman, Lankford, Loeb & and Wyckoff (2009) conducted a study which 
estimated the effects of features of teachers’ preparation on teachers’ value added to student test 
score performance in New York City public schools.  The researchers conducted three analyses.  
The first analysis estimated the differences in the average effectiveness of teachers as measured 
by student learning gains in mathematics and English Language Arts (ELA), netting out student, 
classroom, and school influences.  The second analysis explored the relationship between student 
outcomes and features of the teacher preparation, and the third analysis examined the 
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relationship between student achievement and teachers’ own reports of their preparation for 
teaching.  Surveys were conducted on all first year NYC public school teachers in the spring of 
2005 with a response rate of 71.5%.  The New York City Department of Education exam data 
files provided student achievement data for each year from 2000-2001 through 2005-2006.  For 
most of those years, approximately 65,000 to 80,000 students were in each grade.  The results of 
the study reveal that features of teachers’ preparation can make a difference in outcomes for 
students (Boyd, Grossman, Lankford, Loeb & Wyckoff, 2009). 
Chapter Summary 
 This chapter discusses the literature that was reviewed for this study.  A historical 
background of educator evaluation practices was reviewed, including a discussion about how 
high-stakes assessment is related to teacher evaluation policies as well as a discussion about how 
community and family demographics impact student achievement on high-stakes assessments.  A 
review of current federal policy and New Jersey State policy was reviewed, including an 
examination of the high-stakes assessment used in New Jersey to meet the federal assessment 
requirements.  A specific review of community and family variables (poverty, household income, 
lone-parent households, and parental educational attainment) and their impact on student 
achievement are also discussed.  Finally, the impact of school level variables, teacher mobility, 
and teacher education levels on student achievement as measured by high-stakes assessments are 
examined.   
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CHAPTER III 
METHODOLOGY 
Introduction 
The purpose for this study was to determine how accurately family and community 
variables can predict a school’s percentage of students scoring Proficient or above on the NJ 
ASK 6 and 7 Language Arts test results when controlling for teacher mobility and teacher 
education levels. The literature suggests that student performance on high-stakes standardized 
assessments is impacted by out-of-school factors.  This study measured the predictive accuracy 
of those out-of-school factors combined with school level variables to inform the research in the 
areas of high-stakes assessment policy development, including its impact on educator evaluations 
and student achievement. 
Research Design 
 I used a non-experimental, correlational, explanatory, cross-sectional design with 
quantitative methods (Johnson, 2001).  According to Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2012), 
“Correlational research involves collecting data to determine whether, and to what degree, a 
relationship exists between two or more quantifiable variables” (p. 204).  Correlational studies 
usually investigate a number of variables believed to be related to a major, complex variable 
such as student achievement.  In this study, 19 community level demographic variables were 
examined, including household income, percent of lone-parent households within each district, 
and level of parental education within each district as well as two school level variables, 
including the amount of teacher mobility within each school and teacher education levels within 
each school. 
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 In correlational research, variables found not to be highly related to the complex variable 
are dropped from further examination, and variables that are highly related to the complex 
variable are examined in causal-comparative or experimental studies to determine the nature of 
the relations (Gay et al., 2012).  Since there are a number of variables included in this study, this 
design was appropriate, as it allowed the researcher to eliminate variables that did not accurately 
predict student achievement and further investigate the nature of the relationship between the 
variables that were related.  It is important to note that a high correlation between two variables 
does not imply that one variable causes another (Gay et al., 2012).  However, although 
correlational relations are not cause-effect relations, the existence of a high correlation permits 
prediction, even though two variables are rarely perfectly correlated or perfectly uncorrelated 
(Gay et al., 2012).  In correlational research, the higher the correlation between two variables, the 
closer the relationship and the more accurate and more useful the prediction researchers can 
make (Gay et al., 2012).   
 Multiple linear regression models were used in this study to determine the statistical 
significance of the family and community variables and school level variables on student 
performance on the NJ ASK LAL 6 and 7.  In multiple linear regressions, there is a single 
criterion variable and multiple predictor variables; the multiple regression equation contains a 
regression coefficient for each predictor variable and the regression constant (Hinkle, Wiersma, 
& Jurs, 2003).  To determine the significance of the predictor variables, this researcher 
conducted simultaneous multiple regression, and the strongest variables were used to create 
separate regression models at each grade level.   
It is critical to select predictor variables that are effective and highly correlated with the 
criterion variable (Hinkle et al., 2003).  Additionally, variance is only accounted for once, so it is 
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important that the predictor variables are highly correlated to the criterion variable and not highly 
correlated among them, as this creates multi-collinearity (Hinkle et al., 2003).  In this study, the 
predictor variables were chosen based on previous research and extant literature regarding 
district and school level variables that impact student achievement.  All of the predictor variables 
are reflective of the theoretical framework of this study, ecological systems theory, which rejects 
a narrow approach of assessment.  Instead, it requires an examination of the key circles of 
influence—family, school, and community—that surround children and how they either hinder 
or encourage student achievement.  Such variables include the following: 
!  Percentage of people employed 
! Percentage of households making under $25,000 
! Percentage of households making under $35,000 
! Percentage of households making more than $200,000 
! Percentage of families making less than $25,000 
! Percentage of families making less than $35,000 
! Percentage of families making more than $200,000 
! Percentage of families in poverty for 12 months 
! Percentage of female households in poverty 
! Percentage of all people under poverty 
! Percentage of male-only households, no females 
! Percentage of female-only households, no males 
! Percentage of lone-parent households (total) 
! Percentage of population with less than 9th grade education 
! Percentage of population with no high school 
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! Percentage of population with some college 
! Percentage of population with a bachelor’s degree, 
! Percentage of population with an advanced degree 
! Percentage of teachers within a school that hold a bachelor’s degree 
! Percentage of teachers within a school that hold a master’s degree 
! Percentage of faculty within a school who entered or left the school during the school 
year 
The dependent variables for this study are the 2010 school district NJ ASK 6 and 7 Language 
Arts Literacy data, which are defined as the percentage of the student population that achieved 
either a Proficient or Advanced Proficient score. 
Research Questions 
1. How accurately can family and community variables predict a school’s percentage of 
students scoring Proficient or above on the 2010 NJ ASK 6 and 7 in Language Arts 
Literacy when controlling for teacher mobility and level of teacher education? 
2. Which combination of family and community variables can accurately predict a 
school’s percentage of students scoring Proficient or above on the 2010 NJ ASK 6 
and 7 in Language Arts Literacy when controlling for teacher mobility and level of 
teacher education? 
Null Hypotheses 
Null Hypothesis 1: No statistically significant relationship exists between students scoring 
Proficient or above in Language Arts Literacy on the 2010 NJ ASK 6 and family and community 
variables when controlling for teacher mobility and level of teacher education. 
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Null Hypothesis 2: No statistically significant relationship exists between students scoring 
Proficient or above in Language Arts Literacy on the 2010 NJ ASK 7 and family and community 
variables when controlling for teacher mobility and level of teacher education. 
Data Collection and Sample 
For this study, data for the family and community variables were obtained from the 
American Community Survey section of the United States Census (2010).  American Factfinder 
was used to localize the data. Information about student achievement on the NJ ASK LAL 6 and 
7 was obtained from the New Jersey Department of Education website via each school’s report 
card provided for 2010.  These variables were then correlated with the student outcome data to 
arrive at a correlation coefficient. 
 The final sample for this study consisted of 311 schools with Grade 6 LAL scores and 
301 schools with Grade 7 LAL scores.  The state of New Jersey consists of 21 counties, with 590 
public school districts within those counties that are differentiated by district factor groups 
(DFG).  DFGs represent an approximate measure of a community’s socioeconomic status (SES) 
and are calculated using six variables that are closely related to SES, including percent of adults 
with no high school diploma, percent of adults with some college education, occupational status, 
unemployment rate, percent of individuals in poverty, and median family income. 
Types of schools in New Jersey include elementary schools, middle schools, 
comprehensive high schools, magnet schools, vocational schools, charter schools, and special 
education schools (NJDOE, 2010c).  The size and grade composition of schools within each 
district varies across the state.  Some school districts house all students from pre-kindergarten to 
Grade 12, while other school districts include only kindergarten through Grade 6 or kindergarten 
through Grade 8.  Districts with PK-6 or K-8 do not have high schools within their districts.  
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Instead, regional school districts house high schools that include students from various K-8 
districts.  Middle school aged children in New Jersey may attend either a PK-8 school, a 6-8 
school, or a 7-12 school.   
For this study, schools that were included in the sample met the following criteria:  
1. Schools that serviced only Grade 6 and/or Grade 7 in one school building in the year 
2010 
2. Schools that serviced students within their district only 
3. Schools that were the only school in the district that served Grades 6 and/or 7 
4. Schools that had more than 25 students participate in the administration of the NJ 
ASK in Language Arts Literacy  
Excluded from the sample were schools in regional school districts or schools in districts that 
had multiple schools that serviced Grade 6 and Grade 7 (i.e., more than one school that housed 
grades 6 and 7 in the district, etc.).  Also excluded from the sample were regional schools, 
charter schools, magnet schools, vocational schools, and special education schools. 
 Once the data were retrieved from the New Jersey Department of Education’s website 
(http://www.state.nj.us/education/reportcard/2010/index.html), I saved the data on an Excel 
spreadsheet and then created a unique identification code for each district and school.  I then 
merged the census data for each school district.  Next, school districts that included more than 
one middle school or more than one school that housed sixth and seventh grades were removed 
from the spreadsheet.  Schools that did not report portions of the data were also removed from 
the spreadsheet.  The researcher created an Excel worksheet for Grade 6 and an Excel worksheet 
for Grade 7.  Each worksheet included Language Arts NJ ASK scores for each corresponding 
school.  The percentages of the students who scored Proficient (P) or Advanced Proficient (AP) 
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were added together (P + AP).  All of this data were imported into IBM’s SPSS statistical 
software for analyses.   
Data Analysis 
 Field (2009) recommends the formula 50+8(k), with k equaling the number of predictor 
variables in the model, to determine an appropriate sample size to detect an effect size of at least 
.50 at the 95% confidence level and a p value of at least .05.  In this study, there were 21 
predictor variables to represent k.  Therefore, 50 + 8(21)= 218.  Therefore, in order to reach an 
appropriate effect size and p value of at least .05, I needed at least 218 samples in my study.  At 
the sixth grade level, the study included 311 schools and at the seventh grade level, 301 schools 
were included. 
 Field (2009) also recommends a formula, (104 + k) for the hierarchical regression 
model’s predictive power.  In this study a total number of 125 cases were needed to provide 
significant predictive power (Fields, 2009).  Again, since over 300 schools were included at each 
grade level, the requirements for predictive power in hierarchical regression were met. 
 To begin the data analysis process, I explored the data to determine whether or not the 
dependent variables, NJ ASK 6 LAL and NJ ASK 7 LAL, met the assumption of normality and 
to check the skewness of the data.  According to Gay, Mills, & Airasian (2012), a normal 
distribution is symmetrical, with approximately the same number of extreme scores at each end 
of the distribution.  For this study, I conducted analyses of skewness to check the assumption of 
normality of the dependent variables. Then I created histograms and identified the outliers within 
the data.    
 Following the test for normality, I ran simultaneous multiple regression models that 
included all of the independent variables in the study as well as a correlation coefficient matrix 
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that also included all of the independent variables.  Running the multiple regression model with 
all independent variables and the correlation coefficient matrix allowed me to identify variables 
that were potentially statistically significant as well as to identify any possible issues with multi-
collinearity.  This was also done to examine the level of strength and the direction of the 
relationship between the dependent variables and the independent variables.   
Using the statistical significance, as well as the collinearity statistics that included the 
tolerance and the variance inflation factor (VIF) for each independent variable, I then began to 
remove variables from the model that were statistically insignificant or were closely related to 
another variable in the model, as per the VIF statistic for each variable, so that appropriate 
predictor variables could be identified for the subsequent hierarchical regression models.  This 
process was important because, according to Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs (2003), in order for the 
researcher to accurately measure R-squared, which is defined as the proportion of variance in the 
criterion variable that can be attributed to the variance of the combined predictor variables, one 
must identify predictor variables that are highly correlated with the criterion variable.  However, 
because the variance in the criterion can be accounted for only once, predictor variables should 
account for different proportions of the variance in the criterion variable.  Therefore, the 
predictor variables should have low correlations among themselves but be highly correlated with 
the criterion variable (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003).  This process of elimination continued 
until the researcher arrived at four predictor variables that maximized R-squared. 
 After the statistically significant predictor variables were identified, the next step in the 
process was to put the final variables in rank order using beta values from highest to lowest so 
that a hierarchical regression model could be run.  The hierarchical regression models allowed 
the researcher to identify how much influence each specific variable had on the dependent 
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variable.  Hierarchical models were run for both Grades 6 and 7; and the R-squared, as well as 
the R-squared change, was noted for each model.  I looked for the model at each grade level that 
had the largest R square, was statistically significant, and showed the most variance. 
 After I identified the model of best fit at each grade level, the standard error of estimate 
was noted as well as the unstandardized beta for the model of best fit.  Because this research was 
an extension of Maylone (2002) and Turnamian and Tienken (2013), the researcher utilized the 
following predictive formula: 
Ai(Xi) + Aii(Xii) + Aiii(Xiii)…+ Constant = Y 
Ai= demographic predictor percentage  
Xi= unstandardized beta for demographic predictor 
Y= predicted percentage of students scoring Proficient or above for the NJ ASK Grade 6    
and Grade 7 
The process behind this formula required me to access the unstandardized beta values of 
the best fit model and then multiply that beta by the identified percentages for each independent 
variable identified in the model.   
For example, an examination of the 2010 Language Arts Literacy Grade 6 data for the 
Eleanor Van Gelder School in Edgewater Boro School District revealed the demographic values 
for the four best predictors (% households over 200k, % no high school, % all families in poverty 
for over 12 months, % female households in poverty) were as follows: 
 Ai = % households over $200K = 12.9 
 Aii = % no high school = 3.6 
 Aiii = % all families in poverty for over 12 months = 16.9 
 Aiiii = % female households in poverty = 71.4 
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I entered these values into the predictive algorithm with the unstandardized betas and the 
constant:  
 12.9 (.440) + 3.6 (-.876) + 16.9 (-.749) + 71.4 (.136) + 76.879 = 76.45 
The answer represents the percentage of students in the Eleanor Van Gelder School that 
were predicted to score Proficient or above on the 2010 Grade 6 NJ ASK LAL.  The actual 
percentage of Grade 6 students who scored Proficient or above on the NJ ASK LAL, as reported 
on the New Jersey State Report Card, was 76.4.  The standard error of measurement for the 
model was 8.64.  The difference between the predicted percentage and the actual percentage was 
-.05 (76.4 – 76.45).  The difference was within the margin of error for the model and therefore 
considered accurate. 
Instrumentation 
Instrumentation for this research included the scores on the 2010 New Jersey Assessment 
of Skills and Knowledge Language Arts Literacy (NJ ASK LAL) 6 and 7 for school districts in 
New Jersey.  According to the NJDOE (2011), the NJ ASK was administered as an 
operational assessment in spring 2010 to students in Grades 3 through 8.  It consisted of two 
content areas in Grades 3, 5, 6, and 7—Language Arts Literacy (LAL) and mathematics—and 
three content areas in Grades 4 and 8—LAL, mathematics, and science. The NJDOE 
(2011) reports the NJ ASK as an assessment that is meant to provide early indication of the 
progress students are making in mastering the knowledge and skills described in New 
Jersey’s Core Curriculum Content Standards (CCCS).  The NJ ASK is the assessment that New 
Jersey used to measure student achievement and progress under the requirements of the 2001 
No Child Left Behind (NCLB) Act. 
According to the NJDOE (2011), the assessments were redesigned for Grades 5-8 as NJ 
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ASK 5–8 in 2008. Similarly, Grades 5 through 7 of the new ASK 5–8 replaced the interim ASK 
5–7 that was administered in 2006 and 2007. For Grade 8, ASK 8 replaced the Grade Eight 
Proficiency Assessment (GEPA), marking 2007 as the last GEPA administration; however, the 
ASK 8 science test design remains unchanged from GEPA.  In 2009, LAL and mathematics 
assessments in Grades 3 and 4 were also redesigned (NJDOE, 2011).  According to the NJDOE 
(2011), the following changes were made: 
Total scores for NJ ASK 2010 were reported in scale scores with a range of 100–300.  
Scores of 100 and 300 were a theoretical floor and ceiling and may not actually have 
been observed for some grades and/or content areas.  However, for each test, for a perfect 
raw score, the scale score was set to 300. A scale score of 200 represents the cut point 
between Partially Proficient (PP) and Proficient (P), while a scale score of 250 
represents the cut point between Proficient and Advanced Proficient (AP). The scale 
score ranges are as follows: 
Partially Proficient 100 to 199 
Proficient 200 to 249 
Advanced Proficient 250 to 300 
Reliability 
 Federal law requires that the New Jersey Department of Education use instruments that 
are reliable to measure student achievement.  According to Gay et al. (2012), reliability is 
defined as the degree to which a test (or qualitative research data) consistently measures 
whatever it claims to measure.  “The more reliable a test is, the more confidence one can have 
that the scores obtained from the test are essentially the same scores that would be obtained if 
the test were re-administered to the same test takers at another time or by another person” (Gay 
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et al., 2012, p. 165).  The NJ ASK 6 and 7 are reliable tests administered to students in Grades 3 
through 8.   
To measure the reliability of the assessment, consistency of individual student 
performance was estimated using Cronbach’s coefficient alpha (NJDOE, 2011).  “Coefficient 
alpha is conceptualized as the proportion of total raw score variance that may be attributed to a 
student’s true score variance” (NJDOE, 2011, p.118).  Separate analyses were performed for 
each grade level and content area of the NJ ASK (See Table 1).  Both multiple choice and 
constructed response questions were used in the computations.  Reliability is expressed 
numerically, as a reliability coefficient, which is obtained by using a correlation (Gay et al., 
2012).  High reliability (i.e., a coefficient close to 1.00) indicates minimum error.  According to 
the NJDOE (2011), “Reliability coefficients are commonly low when based upon small numbers 
of items” (p. 118).  However, all test scores have some degree of measurement error, also called 
Standard Error of Measurement (SEM); and the smaller the amount of error, the more confidence 
exists in the consistency and stability of test takers’ performances (Gay et al., 2012).  According 
to the NJDOE (2011), the SEM was reasonable for the 2010 NJ ASK. 
Table 1 
2010 NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy Cronbach’s Alpha 
Test Grade N-count Cronbach Alpa SEM 
LAL 6 102120 0.89 3.45 
LAL 7 102352 0.88 3.51 
Spanish LAL 6 708 0.81 4.05 
Spanish LAL 7 791 0.80 3.80 
LAL Special 
Education 
6 15955 0.88 3.71 
LAL Special 
Education 
7 15949 0.87 3.65 
LAL Current 
Limited English 
Proficient 
6 1683 0.85 3.70 
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LAL Current 
Limited English 
Proficient 
7 1557 0.82 3.76 
 
 The 2010 Technical Report for the NJ ASK explains that two measures of reliability 
were used to assess the reliability of performance classifications: 
Stratified alpha is used to assess the reliability of different test items including multiple 
choice and constructed response . . . Reliability index for proficiency classifications 
(kappa) is an estimate of how reliably the test classifies students into the performance 
categories (Partially Proficient, Proficient, and Advanced Proficient).  A classification 
consistency index can be regarded as the percentage of examinees that would be 
assigned to, hypothetically, the same achievement level if the same test was 
administered a second time or an equivalent test was administered under the same 
conditions (p. 127). 
Table 2 displays the two cut scores for each grade level in LAL.  NJDOE (2011) explains, 
“The lower cut score is the minimum raw score required to be classified as Proficient; and the 
higher cut score is the minimum raw score required for classification as Advanced Proficient” 
(p. 127). 
Table 2 
2010 NJ ASK Consistent Indices for Performance Levels 
Test Grade Stratified Alpha Cut Score Kappa 
  Coefficient SEM   
LAL 6 0.91 3.16 40, 56 0.60 
LAL 7 0.90 3.25 39, 53 0.50 
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NJDOE (2011) explains further that the test information function is another method 
employed to assess the reliability or the precision of the NJ ASK.  They caution, however, that 
“the reliability of a test is not uniform across the entire range of test scores and the highest and 
lowest scores typically have more measurement error than do scores in the middle of the range 
because more examinees tend to score in the middle of the score range” (NJDOE, 2011, p. 
128). 
Validity 
 According to Gay et al. (2012), “Validity refers to the degree to which a test measures 
what it is supposed to measure and, consequently, permits appropriate interpretation of scores” 
(p. 160).  It is the most fundamental consideration in developing and evaluating tests, according 
to Gay et al., (2012).  Validity is specific to the interpretation being made and to the group 
being tested.  It is not enough for researchers to find a test valid.  Instead, the test must be valid 
for a particular interpretation and a particular group (Gay et al., 2012).  When considering 
validity, researchers typically examine four types of test validity, including content validity, 
criterion-related validity, construct validity, and consequential validity.  According to Gay et al. 
(2012), they are viewed as interrelated, not independent, aspects of validity. 
 The NJ ASK 2010 Technical Manual reviews the federal statutes that require the NJ 
ASK 3-8 as well as explaining the purposes and intended uses of the performance test scores 
(NJDOE, 2011).  According to NJDOE (2011), “Given the procedural and empirical evidence 
available and the rationale presented . . . valid performance standards-based interpretations and 
uses of the scores are generally supported” (p. 148).  With regard to content and curricular 
validity, NJDOE (2011) explains that content validity refers to the degree to which the content 
of a test is consistent with the purpose of testing, as defined by the curriculum.  In 1996, the 
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New Jersey State Board of Education adopted the New Jersey Core Curriculum Content 
Standards to improve student achievement by clearly defining what all students should know 
and be able to do at the end of thirteen years of public education (NJDOE, 2011).  The 2010 
Technical Manual explains as follows: 
Since the adoption of the original 1996 New Jersey Core Curriculum Content Standards 
(CCCS), the New Jersey State Board of Education approved administrative code that 
implements all aspects of standards-based reform. N.J.A.C. 6A:8 requires districts to 
align all curriculum to the standards; ensure that teachers provide instruction according 
to the standards; ensure student performance is assessed in each content area; and 
provide teachers with opportunities for professional development that focuses on the 
standards (p. 149). 
 Content-related validity is defined as “the degree to which a test measures an intended 
content area” (Gay et al., 2012).  According to the 2010 NJASK Technical Manual, the NJ 
ASK must provide an indication of student progress toward achieving the knowledge and 
skills identified in the CCSS; therefore, adequacy of content representation is key (NJDOE, 
2011). Further, the NJ ASK must fulfill the requirements under NCLB; therefore, it is 
imperative that test items represent the specified content domains and cognitive dimensions 
related to the CCSS (NJDOE, 2011).  This is achieved as follows: 
Adequate representation of the content domains defined in the CCCS is assured 
through use of a test blueprint and a responsible test construction process. New Jersey 
performance standards, as well as the CCCS, are taken into consideration in the 
writing of multiple-choice and constructed- response items and constructed-response 
rubric development. Each test must align with and proportionally represent the sub-
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domains of the test blueprint . . . Item writers were recruited with specific 
qualifications and were trained and validated before they started writing items . . .  
The CCCS are represented on each test by balancing sub-domain coverage on each test, 
by proportionally representing items corresponding to Partially Proficient, Proficient, 
and Advanced Proficient performance categories on each test, and by matching item 
format to the requirements of the content and standards descriptions (NJDOE, 2011, pp. 
149-50).  
Construct validity is identified as the most important form of validity as it reflects “the 
degree to which a test measures an intended hypothetical construct . . .  Research studies are 
only considered valid to the extent that the instrument selected for the study actually measures 
the intended construct rather than some unanticipated, intervening variable” (Gay et al., 2012).  
According to NJDOE (2011), the New Jersey ASK Grades 3–8 are scaled in several ways: 
raw score points, Item Response Theory (IRT), and performance standard level (based on 
scale-score cuts).  Performance level results are reported in annual reports, each content test 
at the student, school, district, and state levels.  “Individual student and average scale scores 
are also used, but should play a secondary role, generally interpreted with reference to their 
distance from performance-score cut points” (NJDOE, 2011, p. 151).  Results are reported for 
students by subgroups, including sex, ethnicity, disability, English language proficiency, 
migrant status, and DFG.  The 2010 Technical Manual explains as follows:  
NJ ASK performance scores indicate that an individual student performs at the Partially 
Proficient, Proficient, and Advanced Proficient level in a content area. Performance 
standard descriptions associated with each level provide details of the performance that 
students have met or exceeded. No stakes for students or teachers are attached by the 
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state to student-level scores. Teachers are counseled to interpret individual student 
scores only in the context of other assessment results and their own experience 
(NJDOE, 2011, p. 151). 
Finally, according to Gay et al. (2012), “Criterion-related validity is determined by 
relating performance on a test to performance on a second test or other measure.  The second 
test is the criterion against which the validity of the initial test is judged” (p. 162).  For each 
administration of the NJ ASK, classical item analyses were completed prior to item calibration, 
scaling, and equating (NJDOE, 2011, p. 31).  The statistics were calculated again once all data 
were available.  The statistics as explained by the NJDOE (2011) are listed below: 
! Classical Item Difficulty (“P-Value”) 
This statistic indicates the percentage of examinees in the sample that answered 
the item correctly.  Desired p-values generally fall within the range of 0.20 to 0.90. 
! Item Discrimination (“r-biserial”) 
This statistic is measured by the poly-serial correlation between the item score 
and the test criterion score and describes the relationship between performance on 
the specific item and performance on the entire form.  Higher values indicate greater 
differences in the performance of competent and less competent examinees. Items 
with negative correlations can indicate serious problems with the item content (e.g., 
multiple correct answers or unusually complex content), or can indicate that 
students have not been taught the content.  For LAL, the test criterion score is the 
total score of all reading items (multiple choice and constructed response) and the 
writing prompt. 
! The Proportion of Students Choosing Each Response Option: 
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These statistics indicate the percentage of examinees that select each of the available 
answer options and the percentage of examinees that omitted the item. 
! Distractor Analyses for Multiple Choice Items: 
This statistic reports the percentage of examinees who select each incorrect response 
(distractor). 
! Percentage of Students Omitting An Item: 
This statistic is useful for identifying problems with test features such as testing 
time and item/test layout. Typically, we would expect that if students have an 
adequate amount of testing time, 95% of students should attempt to answer each 
question. 
When a pattern of omit percentages exceeds 5% for a series of items at the end of 
a timed section, this may indicate that there was insufficient time for students to 
complete all items. Alternatively, if the omit percentage is greater than 5% for a 
single item, this could be an indication of an item/test layout problem. For 
example, students might accidentally skip an item that follows a lengthy stem (p. 
31). 
Chapter Summary 
This study used a non-experimental, correlational, explanatory, cross-sectional design 
with quantitative methods (Johnson, 2001).  According to Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2012), 
“Correlational research involves collecting data to determine whether, and to what degree, a 
relationship exists between two or more quantifiable variables” (p. 204).  Correlational studies 
usually investigate a number of variables believed to be related to a major, complex variable.  In 
this study, 15 community level demographic variables were examined, including household 
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income, percent of lone-parent households within each district, level of parental education 
within each district, amount of teacher mobility within each school, and teacher education levels 
within each school.  This study investigated the relationships, if any, which exist between the 
family and community variables, school level variables, and student achievement as measured 
by the 2010 NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy (LAL) in Grades 6 and 7, the dependent variable.  
This study sought to extend the research of Maylone (2002), Jones (2008), and Turnamian and 
Tienken (2013).   
This study utilized simultaneous, hierarchical multiple regression.  In multiple linear 
regressions, there is a single criterion variable and multiple predictor variables; the multiple 
regression equation contains a regression coefficient for each predictor variable and the 
regression constant (Hinkle, Wiersma, & Jurs, 2003). In correlational research, the degree of 
relation is called the correlation coefficient (Gay et al., 2012).  To determine the significance of 
the predictor variables, this researcher conducted simultaneous multiple regressions and the 
strongest variables were used to create separate regression models at each grade level.   
In this study, the independent variables were chosen based on previous research and 
extant literature regarding district and school level variables that impact student achievement.  
All of the independent variables are reflective of the theoretical framework of this study, 
ecological systems theory.  The data for the independent variables were collected from the 
United States Census Bureau’s American Factfinder website.  The dependent variables for this 
study are the 2010 school district NJ ASK 6 and 7 Language Arts Literacy data, which are 
defined as the percentage of the student population that achieved either a Proficient or Advanced 
Proficient score.  These data were collected from the New Jersey School Report Card archives 
for the year 2010.  This study had two main research questions.  The population for this study 
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included 311 New Jersey schools that housed Grade 6 in 2010 as well as 301 New Jersey schools 
that housed Grade 7 in 2010.  All schools included in the study serviced Grade 6 and/or Grade 7 
in one unique school building in the year 2010, serviced students within their district only, were 
the only school in the district that served Grades 6 and/or 7 and had more than 25 students 
participate in the administration of the NJ ASK in Language Arts Literacy.  The data for this 
study came from two primary sources: The American Factfinder website and the NJDOE School 
Report Card for the year 2010. 
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CHAPTER IV 
ANALYSIS OF THE DATA 
 
Introduction 
 
 My purpose for this non-experimental, correlational, explanatory, cross-sectional design 
with quantitative methods was to determine which combination of 18 out-of-school community  
demographic factors, while controlling for two school level variables (level of teacher education 
and teacher mobility), predicted and accounted for the most variance in New Jersey schools’ 
percentages of students scoring Proficient or above on the 2010 NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy 
in sixth and seventh grades.  This study focused on both community variables and school level 
variables to determine whether the current evaluation policies in place for schools and school 
personnel that utilize student outcomes on high-stakes standardized assessments are reasonable.  
This study utilized simultaneous and hierarchical regression models to analyze the out-of-school 
the school level variables and out-of-school variables.   
Research Questions 
 To guide this study, the following two research questions were used: 
1. How accurately can family and community variables predict a school’s percentage of 
students scoring Proficient or above on the 2010 NJ ASK 6 and 7 in Language Arts 
Literacy when controlling for teacher mobility and level of teacher education? 
2. Which combination of family and community variables can accurately predict a 
school’s percentage of students scoring Proficient or above on the 2010 NJ ASK 6 
and 7 in Language Arts Literacy when controlling for teacher mobility and level of 
teacher education? 
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Independent Variables 
 Existing research suggested variables that influence the percentage of students scoring 
Proficient or Advanced Proficient on the New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge 6 and 
7, the dependent variable in this study (Maylone, 2002; Tienken & Orlich, 2013; Turnamian & 
Tienken, 2013; Tienken, 2015).  The independent variables included in this study are listed 
below: 
! Percentage of people employed 
! Percentage of households making under $25,000 
! Percentage of households making under $35,000 
! Percentage of households making more than $200,000 
! Percentage of families making less than $25,000 
! Percentage of families making less than $35,000 
! Percentage of families making more than $200,000 
! Percentage of families in poverty for 12 months, 
! Percentage of female households in poverty 
! Percentage of all people under poverty 
! Percentage of male-only households, no females 
! Percentage of female-only households, no males 
! Percentage of lone-parent households (total) 
! Percentage of population with less than 9th grade education 
! Percentage of population with no high school 
! Percentage of population with some college 
! Percentage of population with a bachelor’s degree 
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! Percentage of population with an advanced degree 
! Percentage of teachers within a school that hold a bachelor’s degree 
! Percentage of teachers within a school that hold a master’s degree 
! Percentage of faculty within a school who entered or left the school during the school 
year 
Table 3 
Names and Labels of Independent Variables 
Variable Label 
Percentage of Population Employed Employ Status 
Percentage of Households Under $25,000 HS Un 25k 
Percentage of Households Under $35,000 HS Un 35k 
Percentage of Households over $200,000 HS Ov 200k 
Percentage of Families Under $25,000 Per Fam U 25k 
Percentage of Families Under $35,000 Per Fam U 35k 
Percentage of Families Over $200,000 Per Fam Ov 200k 
Percentage of Families in Poverty for 12 
Months 
All Fams Pov 12 mnths 
Percentage of Female Households in Poverty Female House Pov 
Percentage of All People Under Poverty All People Under Pov 
Percentage of Male-Only Households, No 
Females 
Lone Parent Male 
Percentage of Female-Only Households, No Lone Parent Female 
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Males 
Percentage of Lone-Parent Households Lone-Parent Household (total) 
Percentage of Population with Less than 9th 
Grade 
Less than 9th Grade 
Percentage of Population with No High 
School 
No HS 
Percentage of Population with Some College Some College 
Percentage of Population with Bachelor’s 
Degrees 
BA 
Percentage of Population with Advanced 
Degrees 
Advanced Degree 
Percentage of Teachers with Bachelor’s 
Degrees 
BABS 
Percentage of Teachers with Master’s 
Degrees 
MAMS 
Percentage of Faculty who entered or left 
during the school year 
MOBILITY 
 
Procedure 
 For each grade level, the following procedure was used to identify the significant 
independent variables and their relative predictive strengths.  The first step in the process was to 
review the skewness of the dependent variable to determine the normality of the data.  I then 
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conducted a series of layered analyses using correlation, simultaneous multiple regression, and 
hierarchical regression.   
To begin, I ran the descriptive statistics for all 21 independent variables, including 
Pearson correlation coefficients.  The correlation coefficients assisted the researcher in 
identifying the strength and direction of the relationship between the independent variables and 
the dependent variable as well as the relationship of the independent variables amongst 
themselves.  Next, I ran a simultaneous multiple regression that included all 21 independent 
variables listed above.  This step helped to identify which variables were statistically significant 
predictors and which were not.  The next step was to run a series of multiple regression models 
again, removing variables that were statistically insignificant (i.e., p value was greater than or 
equal to 0.5) or had high multicollinearity with another independent variable in the model, as 
identified by the correlation coefficients.  Variables that were insignificant were removed one at 
a time.  Each time a variable was removed from the model, a new regression was run, and the R-
square was noted for the new model.  This process was repeated until the regression model 
included only variables that were statistically significant and the largest R- square was identified.  
Using this process, I identified a model for each grade level. 
 The last step was to run a series of hierarchical regression models that included the 
statistically significant independent variables identified in the previous model.  Using the beta 
values for each independent variable in the model, I put each variable in rank order from the 
highest to lowest beta value and then entered each variable into SPSS software, beginning with 
the variable with the highest beta value.  I then noted the following statistics for each model at 
each grade level: 
1. Statistical significance for the model retrieved from the ANOVA table 
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2. Using the Model Summary Table, the R-square and the R-square change were 
identified for each model.  These statistics helped the researcher identify which 
variables were contributing the most variance to the model 
3. Beta values, both standardized and unstandardized, were noted for each variable 
4. Collinearity statistics, including the tolerance and the variance inflation factor (VIF), 
were noted for each variable in the model 
5. The standard error of estimate for the model of best fit 
Each of the final hierarchical models included four independent variables.  The final step 
in the process was to use those variables identified in each model to complete a predictive 
algorithm to determine the predicted percentage of students scoring Proficient or above on the 
2010 NJ ASK LAL 6 and 7 at the school level.  Once I had calculated the predicted percentages 
for each grade level, I then subtracted the predicted percentage from the actual reported 
percentage to obtain a difference.  Differences with the standard error for each predictive model 
were considered to be accurate within the 95% confidence interval.  Differences larger than the 
standard error were considered inaccurate.  
Grade 6 Language Arts Literacy 
 I calculated the means and standard deviations for the dependent and independent 
variables used in the regressions (see Table 4).  The mean percentage of students who achieved 
Proficient or above was approximately 71 with a standard deviation of approximately 14.  The 
mean percentage of families employed was 72%, with approximately 13% of households under 
$25,000, 20% of households under $35,000, and 11% of households over $200,000.  
Approximately 7% of all families were in poverty for 12 months.  About 7% of families were 
under $25,000, 13% were under $35,000, and 13% were over $200,000.  Approximately 6% of 
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all people were under poverty.  21% of female households were in poverty.  One percent of 
families were run by lone-male parents, 5% were run by lone-female parents, and a total of about 
6% of households were run by lone parents.  With regard to the education level within the 
community, about 3% of people had less than a 9th grade education, 9% had no high school 
education, and 17% attended some college.  Approximately 23% of the community held 
bachelor’s degrees and about 14% held advanced degrees.  With regard to the school level 
variables, approximately 57% of teachers held bachelor’s degrees, while about 42% of teachers 
held master’s degrees.  Faculty mobility was less than 5%. 
Table 4 
Grade 6 Language Arts Descriptive Statistics Table 
 Mean 
Std. 
Deviation N 
P + AP Total LA 71.4354 14.37369 311 
Employ Status 72.31 10.458 311 
HS Un 25k 13.410 7.1550 311 
HS Un 35k 20.370 9.6690 311 
HS ov 200k 11.185 10.8649 311 
per fam U 25k 7.6269 6.16391 311 
per fam U 35k 13.076 8.7467 311 
per fam ov 200k 13.746 13.1859 311 
All Fams Pov 12 
mnths 
7.0367 7.03220 311 
Female House 
Pov 
21.192 19.2558 311 
All People under 
Pov 
6.338 4.7625 311 
Lone Parent 
Male 
1.671 1.3983 311 
Lone Parent 
Female 
5.232 3.0226 311 
Lone Parent 
household (total) 
6.885 3.6428 311 
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Less than 9th 
grade 
3.474 2.8825 311 
No HS 9.095 5.6270 311 
Some College 17.114 3.9686 311 
BA 23.377 8.9933 311 
Advanced 
Degree 
14.001 9.0731 311 
BABS 56.975 15.5294 311 
MAMS 42.297 15.3924 311 
MOBILITY 4.664 8.1876 311 
 
 Next, I calculated descriptive statistics for the dependent variable, NJASK LAL Grade 6, 
to determine if the data met the assumptions of normality.  Table 5 displays the descriptive 
statistics for the dependent variable.  Figure 1 shows the histogram for the distribution of the 
data.  Figure 2 shows a stem and leaf plot for the same data.  The mean percentage of students 
scoring Proficient and Advanced Proficient was approximately 71, with a median of 73 and a 
standard deviation of 14.  The skewness was -.682 and within the +-1.000 threshold for 
normality. 
Table 5 
Grade 6 Language Arts Literacy Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variable Table 
 
 Statistic Std. Error 
P + AP Total LA Mean 71.4354 .81506 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 69.8316  
Upper Bound 73.0391  
5% Trimmed Mean 72.0908  
Median 73.9000  
Variance 206.603  
Std. Deviation 14.37369  
Minimum 21.70  
Maximum 97.20  
Range 75.50  
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Interquartile Range 20.30  
Skewness -.682 .138 
Kurtosis .109 .276 
 
Figure 1. Histogram of Grade 6 Language Arts Literacy NJ ASK passing percentages. 
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Figure 2. Stem and leaf plot of Grade 6 Language Arts Literacy NJ ASK passing percentages. 
 
Analysis of the skewness reveals that the data met the assumption of normality, as the 
skewness figures are within acceptable limits and are normally distributed within the 1.00 to  
-1.00 ranges (Field, 2009).  Therefore, the researcher used the data to move forward with 
simultaneous regression. 
Correlational Analysis 
 To begin the analysis process, I examined the correlational matrix to help develop the 
most refined simultaneous multiple regression models and identify variables with the highest 
variance inflation factors (VIF) to reduce the collinearity between variables (see Appendix A).  
Pearson correlation coefficients, expressed as a number between +1.00 and -1.00, measure the 
degree to which two variables are related (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2012).  Hinkle, Wiersma, & 
Jurs (2003) utilize Table 6 as a scale for interpreting the size of a correlation coefficient (p. 109). 
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Table 6 
Interpretation of the Size of a Correlation Coefficient 
Size of Correlation Interpretation 
.90 to 1.00 (-.90 to -1.00) Very high positive (negative) correlation 
.70 to .90 (-.70 to -.90) High positive (negative) correlation 
.50 to .70 (-.50 to -.70) Moderate positive (negative) correlation 
.30 to .50 (-.30 to -.50) Low positive (negative) correlation 
.00 to .30 (.00 to -.30) Little, if any, correlation 
 
This process continued until I arrived at the four strongest remaining variables that were 
statistically significant (p ! .05) to the dependent variable, NJ ASK LAL Grade 6.  All four 
variables were statistically significant at the .000 level.   
1. The variable percentage of people with no high school had a correlation of -.727.  
This is a high negative correlation, which means that as the percentage of people with 
no high school increases within a community, the percentage of students scoring 
Proficient or Advanced Proficient on the 2010 NJ ASK LAL Grade 6 decreases. 
2. The variable percentage of households over $200,000 had a correlation of .663.  This 
is a moderate positive correlation, which means that as the percentage of households 
over $200,000 within a community increases, the percentage of students scoring 
Proficient or Advanced Proficient on the 2010 NJ ASK LAL Grade 6 increases. 
3. The variable percentage of all families in poverty for 12 months had a correlation of    
-.605.  This is a moderate negative correlation.  Therefore, as the percentage of all 
families in poverty for 12 months within a community increases, the percentage of 
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students scoring Proficient or Advanced Proficient on the 2010 NJ ASK LAL Grade 6 
decreases. 
4. The variable percentage of female households in poverty had a correlation of -.269.  
This is a small negative correlation.  Therefore, as the percentage of female 
households in poverty within a community increases, the percentage of students 
scoring Proficient or Advanced Proficient on the 2010 NJ ASK LAL Grade 6 
decreases. 
The resulting correlational matrix for the four aforementioned variables is shown in Table 7.  
Table 7 
 
Grade 6 Language Arts Literacy Correlational Matrix 
 
 
P + AP 
Total LA 
HS ov 
200k No HS 
All Fams 
Pov 12 
mnths 
Female 
House 
Pov 
P + AP Total LA Pearson Correlation 1 .663** -.727** -.605** -.269** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 311 311 311 311 311 
HS ov 200k Pearson Correlation .663** 1 -.646** -.430** -.267** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 .000 
N 311 311 311 311 311 
No HS Pearson Correlation -.727** -.646** 1 .632** .343** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 .000 
N 311 311 311 311 311 
All Fams Pov 12 
mnths 
Pearson Correlation -.605** -.430** .632** 1 .667** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  .000 
N 311 311 311 311 311 
Female House 
Pov 
Pearson Correlation -.269** -.267** .343** .667** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000  
N 311 311 311 311 311 
 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Simultaneous Multiple Regression 
 I ran the first simultaneous regression model with all independent variables included in 
the model.  The Model Summary and the ANOVA tables for the first simultaneous regression 
model are reflected in Table 8 and Table 9, respectively.  The ANOVA results show that the 
regression was statistically significant (F(21,289) = 28.926, p = .000 ! .05) and that the R-
squared for this regression is .678.   
Table 8 
Grade 6 Language Arts Literacy Model Summary 
Model  R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of the 
Estimate 
1 .823a .678 .654 8.45251 
 
a. Predictors: (Constant), MOBILITY, BA, Female House Pov, Lone- Parent 
Male, Lone-Parent Female, Employ Status, MAMS, Less than 9th grade, Some 
College, HS Un 25k, per fam ov 200k, per fam U 35k, Advanced Degree, All 
Fams Pov 12 mnths, HS ov 200k, No HS, All People under Pov, per fam U 25k, 
HS Un 35k, Lone-Parent household (total), BABS 
 
Table 9 
 
Grade 6 Language Arts Literacy ANOVA Table 
 
Model 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 43399.354 21 2066.636 28.926 .000b 
Residual 20647.577 289 71.445   
Total 64046.931 310    
a. Dependent Variable: P + AP Total LA 
b. Predictors: (Constant), MOBILITY, BA, Female House Pov, Lone-Parent Male, 
Lone-Parent Female, Employ Status, MAMS, Less than 9th grade, Some College, HS 
Un 25k, per fam ov 200k, per fam U 35k, Advanced Degree, All Fams Pov 12 mnths, 
HS ov 200k, No HS, All People under Pov, per fam U 25k, HS Un 35k, Lone-Parent 
household (total), BABS 
 
 The coefficients table, Table 10, suggested that the statistically significant variables in 
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the regression were Per Fam U 25k, Female House Pov, No HS, BABS and MAMS.  However, 
the table also reveals high collinearity statistics, specifically the variance inflation factor (VIF), 
for numerous variables.  As a result, the researcher conducted a series of layered analyses that 
included running additional simultaneous regression models with variables eliminated based on 
issues with multicollinearity.  The correlational matrix (see Appendix A) was used, along with 
Table 10, to compare the independent variables to determine how strong their correlations were 
with one another.  Independent variables showing high correlations (close to 1) were examined 
to determine which one better influenced the passing percentage of Proficient and Advanced 
Proficient on the Grade 6 Language Arts Literacy NJ ASK.  The independent variable with less 
influence was eliminated. This process was repeated until the regression model included only 
variables that were statistically significant and the largest R-square was identified.  Using this 
process, I identified the strongest model for Grade 6 LAL. 
Table 10 
 
Grade 6 Language Arts Literacy Coefficients Table 
 
Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardize
d 
Coefficients 
      t Sig. 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
B Std. Error Beta Tolerance VIF 
1 (Constant) 172.298 41.416  4.160 .000   
Employ Status -.103 .060 -.075 -1.701 .090 .578 1.729 
HS Un 25k .168 .322 .084 .523 .602 .043 23.064 
HS Un 35k -.092 .233 -.062 -.394 .694 .046 21.944 
HS ov 200k .131 .155 .099 .844 .399 .081 12.274 
per fam U 25k -.833 .326 -.357 -2.556 .011 .057 17.510 
per fam U 35k .118 .189 .072 .627 .531 .084 11.839 
per fam ov 
200k 
.081 .100 .075 .812 .417 .132 7.578 
All Fams Pov 
12 mnths 
-.274 .255 -.134 -1.074 .284 .072 13.972 
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Female House 
Pov 
.090 .037 .120 2.415 .016 .451 2.219 
All People 
under Pov 
.214 .379 .071 .564 .573 .071 14.142 
Lone-Parent 
Male 
2.164 1.479 .211 1.463 .145 .054 18.562 
Lone-Parent 
Female 
1.136 1.524 .239 .745 .457 .011 92.091 
Lone-Parent 
household 
(total) 
-1.716 1.506 -.435 -1.139 .255 .008 130.612 
Less than 9th 
grade 
.165 .394 .033 .418 .677 .178 5.609 
No HS -.816 .313 -.320 -2.610 .010 .074 13.436 
Some College -.251 .206 -.069 -1.221 .223 .346 2.889 
BA .104 .138 .065 .754 .451 .149 6.719 
Advanced 
Degree 
.022 .150 .014 .148 .882 .124 8.042 
BABS -.824 .401 -.891 -2.055 .041 .006 168.337 
MAMS -.836 .404 -.895 -2.068 .040 .006 168.041 
MOBILITY .012 .061 .007 .201 .841 .918 1.089 
 
a. Dependent Variable: P + AP Total LA 
 
Hierarchical Linear Regression 
 A series of hierarchical linear regression models were built that used the strongest 
predictor variables from the initial simultaneous regression models to inform the development of 
the hierarchical regression models.  The goal of this process was to identify the combination of 
statistically significant variables that explained the most variance in 2010 NJ ASK 6 LAL 
percentages (Proficient and Advanced Proficient) to create an algorithm that could predict those 
scores based on the data collected.  When building the hierarchical models, I considered the 
threat of multicollinearity on the independent variables in each model.  The model of best fit for 
NJ ASK 6 LAL is presented in Table 11.   
 The Model Summary Table, Table 11, shows that all four variables in this hierarchical 
regression are statistically significant variables in the model.  The Model Summary Table also 
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indicates the R-squared value for each variable, as well as the R-squared change value, which 
represents the amount of variance added when additional predictors were added to the model. 
 The R-squared value represents how much variance a particular variable is contributing to 
the percentage of Proficient and Advanced Proficient on the NJ ASK LAL Grade 6.  As shown in 
Model 1, the variable households over $200,000 contributed the most (44%) to the R-squared 
value.  Model 2 showed that the variable no high school contributed 15% to the R-squared value 
and was statistically significant F(1, 308)=115.83, p=.000 ! .05.  Model 3 showed that the 
variable all families under poverty contributed 3% to the R-squared value and was statistically 
significant F(1, 307)=26.07, p=.000 ! .05.  Model 4 showed that the variable female households 
in poverty contributed almost 2% (1.8%) to the R-squared value and was statistically significant 
F(1, 306)=15.35, p=.000 ! .05.  This showed that although statistically significant, the R-
squared change contribution of female households in poverty to the variation of the dependent 
variable was small. 
Table 11 
Grade 6 Language Arts Literacy Hierarchical Model Summary Table 
 
Model R 
R 
Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
Change Statistics 
R Square 
Change F Change df1 df2 
1 .663a .440 .438 10.77302 .440 242.853 1 309 
2 .770b .593 .590 9.19849 .153 115.839 1 308 
3 .791c .625 .621 8.84544 .032 26.077 1 307 
4 .802d .643 .638 8.64566 .018 15.352 1 306 
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Model 
Change Statistics 
Sig. F Change 
1 .000 
2 .000 
3 .000 
4 .000 
 
a. Predictors: (Constant), HS ov 200k 
b. Predictors: (Constant), HS ov 200k, No HS 
c. Predictors: (Constant), HS ov 200k, No HS, All Fams Pov 12 mnths 
d. Predictors: (Constant), HS ov 200k, No HS, All Fams Pov 12 mnths, Female House Pov 
 
The ANOVA table, shown below in Table 12, illustrated that the final regression model 
(Model 4) was statistically significant F(4, 306)=137.711, p=.000 ! .05. 
Table 12 
Grade 6 Language Arts Literacy ANOVA Table 
 
Model 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 28185.030 1 28185.030 242.853 .000b 
Residual 35861.901 309 116.058   
Total 64046.931 310    
2 Regression 37986.383 2 18993.192 224.474 .000c 
Residual 26060.548 308 84.612   
Total 64046.931 310    
3 Regression 40026.679 3 13342.226 170.525 .000d 
Residual 24020.251 307 78.242   
Total 64046.931 310    
4 Regression 41174.227 4 10293.557 137.711 .000e 
Residual 22872.704 306 74.747   
Total 64046.931 310    
a. Dependent Variable: P + AP Total LA 
b. Predictors: (Constant), HS ov 200k 
c. Predictors: (Constant), HS ov 200k, No HS 
d. Predictors: (Constant), HS ov 200k, No HS, All Fams Pov 12 mnths 
e. Predictors: (Constant), HS ov 200k, No HS, All Fams Pov 12 mnths, Female House Pov 
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 As shown in the Model 4 section of the coefficients table (Table 13), all four predictor 
variables were statistically significant because they have a p value less than or equal to .05.  The 
table also showed the standardized beta values for each of the predictor variables.  No high 
school (!"= -.343 and accounted for 15% of the variance in the model) and all families in poverty 
12 Months (!"= -.366 and accounted for 3% of the variance in the model) both had a negative 
association with the NJ ASK LAL Grade 6 percentages of Proficient or above.  Households over 
$200,000 (! = .333 and accounted for 44% of the variance in the model) had a moderate 
relationship with the dependent variable, while female households poverty (!"= .182 and 
accounted for 1.8% of the variance) had a weak relationship to the dependent variable but was 
statistically significant to the model. 
 An examination of the collinearity statistics of Model 4 in Table 13 revealed that there 
were two variables, no high school and all families in poverty, that had a significant variance 
inflation factor (VIF) higher than 2.0.  Since these values were not much larger than 2.0, the 
issue of multicollinearity was not a concern for this model. 
Table 13 
Grade 6 Language Arts Literacy Coefficients and VIF Table 
Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardi
zed 
Coefficie
nts 
t Sig. 
Correlations 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
B 
Std. 
Error Beta 
Zero-
order Partial Part 
Tolera
nce VIF 
1 (Constant) 61.619 .877  70.224 .000      
HS ov 200k .878 .056 .663 15.584 .000 .663 .663 .663 1.000 1.000 
2 (Constant) 78.416 1.731  45.296 .000      
HS ov 200k .440 .063 .333 6.987 .000 .663 .370 .254 .583 1.715 
No HS 
-1.309 .122 -.512 
-
10.763 
.000 -.727 -.523 -.391 .583 1.715 
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3 (Constant) 78.608 1.665  47.208 .000      
HS ov 200k .428 .061 .324 7.069 .000 .663 .374 .247 .582 1.717 
No HS -.951 .136 -.372 -6.977 .000 -.727 -.370 -.244 .429 2.331 
All Fams 
Pov 12 
mnths 
-.471 .092 -.231 -5.107 .000 -.605 -.280 -.178 .600 1.668 
4 (Constant) 76.879 1.686  45.590 .000      
HS ov 200k .440 .059 .333 7.420 .000 .663 .391 .253 .581 1.722 
No HS -.876 .135 -.343 -6.510 .000 -.727 -.349 -.222 .420 2.378 
All Fams 
Pov 12 
mnths 
-.749 .115 -.366 -6.529 .000 -.605 -.350 -.223 .370 2.699 
Female 
House Pov 
.136 .035 .182 3.918 .000 -.269 .219 .134 .543 1.842 
a. Dependent Variable: P + AP Total LA 
 
Predictive Algorithm 
 The results from the final hierarchical regression model included four variables related to 
community and family demographics.  These variables were then used to complete a predictive 
algorithm originally used by Maylone (2002) to determine the percentage of students Proficient 
or Advanced Proficient on the NJ ASK LAL Grade 6.  The formula used for the predictive 
algorithm is as follows: 
Ai(Xi) + Aii(Xii) + Aiii(Xiii)…+ Constant = Y 
Ai= demographic predictor percentage  
Xi= unstandardized beta for demographic predictor 
Y= predicted percentage of students scoring Proficient or above for the NJ ASK Grade 6  
The process for entering data into the formula included entering the percentage of the 
demographic predictor variables that were identified in the hierarchical model, multiplying by 
the unstandardized betas for the strongest statistically significant predictor variables used in the 
hierarchical models, and then adding the constant value for the best model.  These values can be  
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found on Table 13.  For Grade 6, the 2010 NJ ASK LAL predictive formula was as follows: 
(%HSOver200k*unstandardized beta for HSOver200k predictor) + (%NoHS*unstandardized 
beta for NoHS predictor) + (%AllFamsPov12months*unstandardized beta for 
AllFamsPov12months predictor) + (%FemaleHousePov*unstandardized beta for 
FemaleHousePov predictor) + Constant = Predicted Percentage of Proficient or Above 
The actual predictive model for LAL Grade 6 2010 using the formula above was as follows: 
(%HSOver200k*.440) + (%NoHS*-.876) + (%AllFamsPov12months*-.749) + 
(%FemaleHousePov*.136) + 76.879 = Predicted Percentage of Proficient or Above. 
 The next step was to calculate the predicted percentage of students who scored Proficient 
or above for each school.  Next, I subtracted the predicted percentage from the actual percentage 
as reported on the 2010 school report card to arrive at a difference.  Using the standard error of 
measurement for Model 4 of the hierarchical model (standard error = 8.64), I identified 
differences that fell within the standard error value.  Differences that fell within the standard 
error were considered accurate within the 95% confidence interval.  Any differences that were 
larger than the standard error were not considered accurate predictions.   
 For Grade 6, the predictor variables identified in Model 4 of the hierarchical regression 
were able to predict the percentages of students scoring Proficient or above for 75% of the 
schools in the sample (n=311) for the 2010 school year (see Appendix B and Table 14). 
Table 14 
 
Grade 6 Language Arts Literacy Percentage of Scores Predicted Accurately 
 
Number of Schools That Met Criteria for Grade 6 Percentage of Scores Predicted Accurately 
311 Schools 233 predicted correctly with a standard error of + 
or – 8.64 out of 311 = 75% predicted 
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Grade 7 Language Arts Literacy 
 I calculated the means and standard deviations for the dependent and independent 
variables used in the regressions (see Table 15).  The mean percentage of students who achieved 
Proficient or above was about 73, with a standard deviation of approximately 15.  The mean 
percentage of families employed was 72%, with approximately 14% of households under 
$25,000, 21% of households under $35,000, and 10% of households over $200,000.  
Approximately 7% of all families were in poverty for 12 months.  Approximately 8% of families 
were under $25,000, 13% were under $35,000, and 13% were over $200,000.  About 6% of all 
people were under poverty.  21% of female households were in poverty.  With regard to 
percentages of lone-parent households, lone male parents represented nearly 2% of families and 
lone female parents represented 5%, with a total of about 7% of households run by lone parents.  
With regard to the education level within the community, about 4% of people had less than a 9th 
grade education, 9% of people had no high school education, and approximately 17% of people 
attended some college.  Approximately 23% of the community held bachelor’s degrees and 
approximately 13% held advanced degrees.  With regard to the school level variables, 
approximately 55% of teachers held bachelor’s degrees, while about 43% of teachers held 
master’s degrees.  Faculty mobility was less than 5%. 
Table 15 
Grade 7 Language Arts Descriptive Statistics Table 
Descriptive Statistics 
 Mean 
Std. 
Deviation N 
P + AP Total LA 73.76512 15.017479 301 
Employ Status 72.656 10.0618 301 
HS Un 25k 14.025 7.4614 301 
HS Un 35k 21.140 9.9809 301 
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HS ov 200k 10.658 10.5654 301 
per fam U 25k 8.0656 6.68233 301 
per fam U 35k 13.613 9.3528 301 
per fam ov 200k 13.248 12.9575 301 
All Fams Pov 12 
mnths 
7.374 7.4140 301 
Female House 
Pov 
21.100 17.7543 301 
All People under 
Pov 
6.692 5.2539 301 
Lone-Parent 
Male 
1.697 1.4027 301 
Lone-Parent 
Female 
5.407 3.1465 301 
Lone-Parent 
household (total) 
7.085 3.8574 301 
Less than 9th 
grade 
3.910 3.4839 301 
No HS 9.716 6.1760 301 
Some College 16.958 4.0028 301 
BA 23.098 8.8160 301 
Advanced 
Degree 
13.659 8.8001 301 
BABS 55.559 14.8556 301 
MAMS 43.568 14.7033 301 
MOBILITY 4.671 8.2585 301 
 
 Next, I calculated descriptive statistics for the dependent variable, NJ ASK LAL Grade 7, 
to determine if the data met the assumptions of normality.  Table 16 displays the descriptive 
statistics for the dependent variable.  Figure 3 shows the histogram for the distribution of the 
data.  Figure 4 shows a stem and leaf plot for the same data.  The mean percentage of students 
scoring Proficient and Advanced Proficient was approximately 73, with a median of 75 and a 
standard deviation of 15.  The skewness was -.740 and within acceptable limits of +-1.000.  
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Table 16 
Grade 7 Language Arts Literacy Descriptive Statistics for the Dependent Variable Table 
 
 Statistic Std. Error 
P + AP Total LA Mean 73.76512 .865593 
95% Confidence 
Interval for Mean 
Lower Bound 72.06171  
Upper Bound 75.46852  
5% Trimmed Mean 74.54360  
Median 75.50000  
Variance 225.525  
Std. Deviation 15.017479  
Minimum 19.900  
Maximum 97.500  
Range 77.600  
Interquartile Range 21.150  
Skewness -.740 .140 
Kurtosis .117 .280 
 
 
Figure 3. Histogram of Grade 7 Language Arts Literacy NJ ASK passing percentages. 
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Figure 4. Stem and leaf plot of Grade 7 Language Arts Literacy NJ ASK passing percentages. 
Correlational Analysis 
 To begin the analysis process, I examined the correlational matrix to help develop the 
most refined simultaneous multiple regression models and identify variables with the highest 
variance inflation factors (VIF) to reduce the collinearity between variables (see Appendix C).  
Pearson correlation coefficients, expressed as a number between +1.00 and -1.00, measure the 
degree to which two variables are related (Gay, Mills, & Airasian, 2012).  Hinkle, Wiersma, & 
Jurs (2003) utilize Table 17 as a scale for interpreting the size of a correlation coefficient (p. 
109). 
Table 17 
Interpretation of the Size of a Correlation Coefficient 
Size of Correlation Interpretation 
.90 to 1.00 (-.90 to -1.00) Very high positive (negative) correlation 
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.70 to .90 (-.70 to -.90) High positive (negative) correlation 
.50 to .70 (-.50 to -.70) Moderate positive (negative) correlation 
.30 to .50 (-.30 to -.50) Low positive (negative) correlation 
.00 to .30 (.00 to -.30) Little, if any, correlation 
 
This process continued until I discovered the four strongest remaining variables that were 
statistically significant (p ! .05) to the dependent variable, NJ ASK LAL Grade 7.  All four 
variables were statistically significant at the .000 level. 
1. The variable percentage of people with bachelor’s degrees had a correlation of .729.  
This is a high positive correlation.  Therefore, as the percentage of people with 
bachelor’s degrees increases within a community, the percentage of students scoring 
Proficient or Advanced Proficient on the 2010 NJ ASK LAL Grade 7 increases. 
2. The variable percentage of all people under poverty had a correlation of -.696.  This 
is a moderate negative correlation.  Therefore, as the percentage of all people under 
poverty within a community increases, the percentage of students scoring Proficient 
or Advanced Proficient on the 2010 NJ ASK LAL Grade 6 decreases. 
3. The variable percentage of households over $200,000 had a correlation of .663.  This 
is a moderate positive correlation.  Therefore, as the percentage of households over 
$200,000 increases, the percentage of students scoring Proficient or Advanced 
Proficient on the 2010 NJ ASK LAL Grade 6 increases. 
4. The variable percentage of female households in poverty had a correlation of -.346.  
This is a moderate negative correlation.  Therefore, as the percentage of female 
households in poverty within a community increases, the percentage of students 
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scoring Proficient or Advanced Proficient on the 2010 NJ ASK LAL Grade 6 
decreases. 
The resulting correlational matrix for the four aforementioned variables is shown in Table 18.  
Table 18 
Grade 7 Language Arts Literacy Correlational Matrix 
Correlations 
 
P + AP 
Total LA 
All People 
under Pov BA 
HS ov 
200k 
Female 
House Pov 
P + AP Total 
LA 
Pearson 
Correlation 
1 -.696** .729** .663** -.346** 
Sig. (2-tailed)  .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 
All People 
under Pov 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.696** 1 -.576** -.484** .595** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000  .000 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 
BA Pearson 
Correlation 
.729** -.576** 1 .815** -.379** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000  .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 
HS ov 200k Pearson 
Correlation 
.663** -.484** .815** 1 -.285** 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000  .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 
Female House 
Pov 
Pearson 
Correlation 
-.346** .595** -.379** -.285** 1 
Sig. (2-tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000  
N 301 301 301 301 301 
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
 
Simultaneous Multiple Regression 
 I ran the first simultaneous regression model with all independent variables included in 
the model.  The Model Summary and the ANOVA tables for the first simultaneous regression 
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model are reflected in Table 19 and Table 20, respectively.  The ANOVA results show that the 
regression was statistically significant (F(21,279) = 29.702, p = .000 ! .05) and that the R 
squared for this regression is .691.   
Table 19 
Grade 7 NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy Model Summary 
 
 
Table 20 
 
Grade 7 Language Arts Literacy ANOVA Table 
 
Model 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 46747.148 21 2226.055 29.702 .000b 
Residual 20910.256 279 74.947   
Total 67657.404 300    
a. Dependent Variable: P + AP Total LA 
b. Predictors: (Constant), MOBILITY, BA, Female House Pov, Lone Parent Male, 
Employ Status, MAMS, Lone Parent Female, Less than 9th grade, Some College, per 
fam ov 200k, HS Un 25k, per fam U 35k, Advanced Degree, All Fams Pov 12 mnths, 
HS ov 200k, No HS, All People under Pov, per fam U 25k, HS Un 35k, BABS, Lone 
Parent household (total) 
 
 The coefficients table, Table 21, suggested that the statistically significant variables in 
the regression were per fam under 25k, female house pov, all people under pov, less than 9th 
grade, no HS, and BA.  However, the table also reveals high collinearity statistics, specifically 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
1 .831a .691 .668 8.657202 
a. Predictors: (Constant), MOBILITY, BA, Female House Pov, 
Lone Parent Male, Employ Status, MAMS, Lone Parent Female, 
Less than 9th grade, Some College, per fam ov 200k, HS Un 
25k, per fam U 35k, Advanced Degree, All Fams Pov 12 mnths, 
HS ov 200k, No HS, All People under Pov, per fam U 25k, HS 
Un 35k, BABS, Lone Parent household (total) 
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the variance inflation factor (VIF), for numerous variables.  As a result, the researcher 
conducted a series of layered analyses that included running additional simultaneous regression 
models with variables eliminated based on issues with multi-collinearity.  The correlational 
matrix (see Appendix C) was used, along with Table 21, to compare the independent variables 
to determine how strong their correlations were with one another.  Independent variables 
showing high correlations (close to 1) were examined to determine which one better influenced 
the passing percentage of Proficient and Advanced Proficient on the Grade 7 Language Arts 
Literacy section of the New Jersey Assessment of Skills and Knowledge. The independent 
variable with less influence was eliminated.  This process was repeated until the regression 
model included only variables that were statistically significant and the largest R-squared was 
identified.  Using this process, I identified the strongest model for Grade 7 NJ ASK LAL. 
Table 21 
 
Grade 7 Language Arts Literacy Coefficients Table 
 
Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardiz
ed 
Coefficient
s 
t Sig. 
Collinearity 
Statistics 
B Std. Error Beta 
Toleran
ce VIF 
1 (Constant) 53.638 39.882  1.345 .180   
Employ Status 
.070 .065 .047 1.076 .283 .584 1.713 
HS Un 25k .352 .339 .175 1.037 .301 .039 25.646 
HS Un 35k .062 .249 .041 .248 .804 .040 24.759 
HS ov 200k .279 .163 .196 1.707 .089 .084 11.907 
per fam U 25k -.730 .347 -.325 -2.106 .036 .047 21.473 
per fam U 35k -.087 .203 -.054 -.430 .668 .070 14.385 
per fam ov 
200k 
.088 .103 .076 .848 .397 .139 7.179 
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All Fams Pov 
12 mnths 
.414 .273 .204 1.519 .130 .061 16.348 
Female House 
Pov 
.091 .041 .108 2.201 .029 .463 2.158 
All People 
under Pov 
-1.282 .392 -.449 -3.270 .001 .059 16.994 
Lone-Parent 
Male 
.515 1.516 .048 .340 .734 .055 18.110 
Lone-Parent 
Female 
-.349 1.565 -.073 -.223 .824 .010 97.008 
Lone-Parent 
household 
(total) 
.013 1.546 .003 .008 .993 .007 
142.36
4 
Less than 9th 
grade 
.937 .386 .217 2.430 .016 .139 7.220 
No HS -.657 .322 -.270 -2.037 .043 .063 15.879 
Some College -.202 .204 -.054 -.993 .322 .376 2.657 
BA .492 .148 .289 3.333 .001 .147 6.785 
Advanced 
Degree 
-.168 .162 -.099 -1.039 .300 .123 8.138 
BABS 
.130 .386 .129 .337 .737 .008 
131.84
4 
MAMS 
.139 .390 .136 .357 .721 .008 
131.41
3 
MOBILITY .012 .063 .007 .188 .851 .919 1.089 
 
 
 
 
Hierarchical Linear Regression 
 A series of hierarchical linear regression models were built that used the strongest 
predictor variables from the initial simultaneous regression models to inform the development of 
the hierarchical regression models.  The goal of this process was to identify the combination of 
statistically significant variables that explained the most variance in 2010 NJ ASK 7 LAL 
percentages (Proficient and Advanced Proficient) to create an algorithm that could predict those 
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scores based on the data collected.  When building the hierarchical models, I considered the 
threat of multicollinearity on the independent variables in each model.  The model of best fit for 
NJ ASK 7 LAL is presented in Table 22.   
 The Model Summary Table, Table 22, shows that all four variables in this hierarchical 
regression are statistically significant variables in the model.  The Model Summary Table also 
indicates the R-squared value for each variable, as well as the R-squared Change value, which 
represents the amount of variance added when additional predictors were added to the model. 
 The R-squared value represents how much variance a particular variable is contributing to 
the percentage of Proficient and Advanced Proficient on the NJ ASK LAL Grade 7.  As shown in 
Model 1, the variable all people under poverty contributed the most (48%) to the R-squared 
value.  Model 2 showed that the variable bachelor’s degrees within a community contributed 
16% to the R-squared value and was statistically significant F(1, 298)=135.307, p=.000 ! .05.  
Model 3 showed that the variable Households Over $200,000 contributed 1.2% to the R-squared 
value and was statistically significant F(1, 297)=10.290, p=.001 ! .05.  Model 4 showed that the 
variable female households in poverty contributed 1% to the R-squared value and was 
statistically significant F(1, 296)=8.872, p=.003 ! .05.  This showed that the R-squared change 
contribution of female households in poverty to the variation of the dependent variable was very 
small, however, it was statistically significant. 
Table 22 
Grade 7 Language Arts Literacy Hierarchical Model Summary Table 
Model R R Square 
Adjusted R 
Square 
Std. Error of 
the Estimate 
Change Statistics 
R Square 
Change F Change df1 
1 .696a .484 .482 10.808008 .484 280.194 1 
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2 .803b .645 .643 8.978077 .161 135.307 1 
3 .810c .657 .653 8.841320 .012 10.290 1 
4 .817d .667 .662 8.726431 .010 8.872 1 
 
 
Model 
Change Statistics 
df2 Sig. F Change 
1 299 .000 
2 298 .000 
3 297 .001 
4 296 .003 
 
a. Predictors: (Constant), All People under Pov 
b. Predictors: (Constant), All People under Pov, BA 
c. Predictors: (Constant), All People under Pov, BA, HS ov 200k 
d. Predictors: (Constant), All People under Pov, BA, HS ov 200k, Female House Pov 
 
 The ANOVA table, shown below in Table 23, illustrated that the final regression model 
(Model 4) was statistically significant F(4, 296 )=148.11, p=.000 ! .05. 
Table 23 
Grade 7 Language Arts Literacy ANOVA Table 
Model 
Sum of 
Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 32730.306 1 32730.306 280.194 .000b 
Residual 34927.098 299 116.813   
Total 67657.404 300    
2 Regression 43636.855 2 21818.427 270.680 .000c 
Residual 24020.549 298 80.606   
Total 67657.404 300    
3 Regression 44441.231 3 14813.744 189.509 .000d 
Residual 23216.172 297 78.169   
Total 67657.404 300    
4 Regression 45116.826 4 11279.207 148.117 .000e 
Residual 22540.578 296 76.151   
Total 67657.404 300    
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a. Dependent Variable: P + AP Total LA 
b. Predictors: (Constant), All People under Pov 
c. Predictors: (Constant), All People under Pov, BA 
d. Predictors: (Constant), All People under Pov, BA, HS ov 200k 
e. Predictors: (Constant), All People under Pov, BA, HS ov 200k, Female House Pov 
 
As shown in the Model 4 section of the coefficients table (Table 21), all four predictor 
variables were statistically significant because they have a p value less than or equal to .05.  The 
table also showed the standardized beta values for each of the predictor variables.  All people 
under poverty (! = -.479 and accounted for 48% of the variance in the model) had a negative 
association with the NJ ASK LAL Grade 7 percentages of Proficient or above.  Bachelor’s 
degrees within the community (! = .357 and accounted for 16% of the variance in the model) 
had a positive association with the NJ ASK LAL Grade 7 percentages of Proficient or above.  
Households over $200,000 (! = .176 and accounted for 1.2% of the variance in the model) had a 
positive relationship with the dependent variable, while female households poverty (! = .125 and 
accounted for 1% of the variance) had a weak positive relationship to the dependent variable but 
was statistically significant to the model. 
 An examination of the collinearity statistics of Model 4 in Table 24 revealed that there 
were two variables, no high school and all families in poverty, that had a significant variance 
inflation factor (VIF) higher than 2.0.  Since these values were not much larger than 2.0, the 
issue of multicollinearity was not a concern for this model. 
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Table 24 
Grade 7 Language Arts Literacy Coefficients and VIF Table 
 
Model 
Unstandardized 
Coefficients 
Standardized 
Coefficients 
t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) 87.070 1.010  86.219 .000 
All People under 
Pov 
-1.988 .119 -.696 -16.739 .000 
2 (Constant) 62.335 2.286  27.270 .000 
All People under 
Pov 
-1.180 .121 -.413 -9.774 .000 
BA .837 .072 .491 11.632 .000 
3 (Constant) 65.336 2.438  26.803 .000 
All People under 
Pov 
-1.167 .119 -.408 -9.818 .000 
BA .580 .107 .340 5.426 .000 
HS ov 200k .267 .083 .188 3.208 .001 
4 (Constant) 63.996 2.448  26.146 .000 
All People under 
Pov 
-1.369 .136 -.479 -10.103 .000 
BA .608 .106 .357 5.739 .000 
HS ov 200k .250 .082 .176 3.036 .003 
Female House 
Pov 
.106 .035 .125 2.979 .003 
 
 
Model 
Collinearity Statistics 
Tolerance VIF 
1 (Constant)   
All People under Pov 1.000 1.000 
2 (Constant)   
All People under Pov .668 1.496 
BA .668 1.496 
3 (Constant)   
All People under Pov .668 1.498 
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BA .294 3.407 
HS ov 200k .336 2.974 
4 (Constant)   
All People under Pov .501 1.998 
BA .291 3.434 
HS ov 200k .335 2.989 
Female House Pov .641 1.561 
 
a. Dependent Variable: P + AP Total LA 
 
Predictive Algorithm 
The results from the final hierarchical regression model included four variables related to 
community and family demographics.  These variables were then used to complete a predictive 
algorithm originally used by Maylone (2002) to determine the percentage of students Proficient 
or Advanced Proficient on the NJ ASK LAL Grade 7.  The formula used for the predictive 
algorithm is as follows: 
Ai(Xi) + Aii(Xii) + Aiii(Xiii)…+ Constant = Y 
Ai= demographic predictor percentage  
Xi= unstandardized beta for demographic predictor 
Y= predicted percentage of students scoring Proficient or above for the NJ ASK Grade 7 
The process for entering data into the formula included entering the percentage of the 
demographic predictor variables that were identified in the hierarchical model, multiplying by 
the unstandardized betas for the strongest statistically significant predictor variables used in the 
hierarchical models, and then adding the constant value for the best model.  These values can be 
found in Table 13.  For Grade 7, the 2010 NJ ASK LAL predictive formula was as follows: 
(%AllPeopleUnderPov*unstandardized beta for AllPeopleUnderPov predictor) + 
(%BA*unstandardized beta for BA predictor) + (%HSOver200k*unstandardized beta for 
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HSOver200k predictor) + (%FemaleHousePov*unstandardized beta for FemaleHousePov 
predictor) + Constant = Predicted Percentage of Proficient or Above. 
The actual predictive model for LAL Grade 7 2010 using the formula above was as follows: 
(%AllPeopleUnderPov*-1.369) + (%BA*.608) + (%HSOver200k*.250) + 
(%FemaleHousePov*.106) + 63.996 = Predicted Percentage of Proficient or Above. 
 The next step was to calculate the predicted percentage of students who scored Proficient 
or above for each school.  Next, I subtracted the predicted percentage from the actual percentage 
as reported on the 2010 school report card to arrive at a difference.  Using the standard error of 
measurement for Model 4 of the hierarchical model (standard error = 8.72), I identified 
differences that fell within the standard error value.  Differences that fell within the standard 
error were considered accurate within the 95% confidence interval.  Any differences that were 
larger than the standard error were not considered accurate predictions.   
 For Grade 7, the predictor variables identified in Model 4 of the hierarchical regression 
were able to predict the percentages of students scoring Proficient or above for 71.76% of the 
schools in the sample (n=301) for the 2010 school year (see Appendix D and Table 25). 
Table 25 
 
Grade 7 Language Arts Literacy Percentage of Scores Predicted Accurately 
 
Number of Schools That Met Criteria for Grade 7 Percentage of Scores Predicted Accurately 
301 Schools 216 predicted correctly with a standard error of + 
or – 8.72 out of 301 = 71.76% predicted 
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Overall Conclusions 
 The findings for both grade levels, Grade 6 and Grade 7, are represented in Table 26.  
This table identifies the amount of variance each predictor variable in each of the hierarchical 
models accounted for in NJ ASK LAL percentage Proficient or above.  The table also depicts the 
R-squared values as a percentage that each of the predictors accounted for in the hierarchical 
models.  The first column provides the predictor variables in each final hierarchical model for 
each grade level.  The second column provides the amount of variance, represented as a 
percentage, that each predictor variable contributed to the dependent variable for the final 
hierarchical model for each grade level.  This percentage is derived from the R squared value. 
For both models, households over $200,000 and female households in poverty were 
statistically significant predictors.  The contribution of households over $200,000 ranged 
between 1.2% and 44%.  However, although statistically significant in both models, female 
households in poverty contributed a small amount of variance, ranging from 1% to 1.8%.  Two 
other variables that represent poverty, all families in poverty and all people under poverty for 12 
months, are present in both models, contributing from 3% to 48% of the variance in the models.   
Table 26 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Models and Predictive Models 
Dependent Variable Predictor Variable Amount of Variance % Predicted for the 
Model 
Grade 6 NJ ASK LAL Households Over 
$200,000 
44% 75% 
No High School 15% 
All Families in 3% 
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Poverty for 12 Months 
Female Households in 
Poverty 
1.8% 
Grade 7 NJ ASK LAL All People Under 
Poverty 
48% 71.76% 
Bachelor’s Degrees 16% 
Households Over 
$200,000 
1.2% 
Female Households in 
Poverty 
1% 
 
Table 27 illustrated the standardized betas for the significant predictor values identified in 
the final hierarchical regression models for each grade level.  Beta values that were positive had 
positive contributions with the dependent variable, and negative beta values had negative 
contributions with the dependent variable.   
In Grade 6, no high school (! = -.343 and accounted for 15% of the variance in the 
model) and all families in poverty 12 Months (! = -.366 and accounted for 3% of the variance in 
the model) both had a negative association with the NJ ASK LAL Grade 6 percentages of 
Proficient or above.  Households over $200,000 (! = .333 and accounted for 44% of the variance 
in the model) had a moderate relationship with the dependent variable, while female households 
poverty (! = .182 and accounted for 1.8% of the variance) had a weak relationship to the 
dependent variable but was statistically significant to the model.  
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In Grade 7, all people under poverty ! = -.479 had a negative association with the NJ 
ASK LAL Grade 7 percentages of Proficient or above.  Bachelor’s degrees within the 
community ! = .357 had a positive association with the NJ ASK LAL Grade 7 percentages of 
Proficient or above.  Households over $200,000 ! = .176 had a positive relationship with the 
dependent variable, while female households poverty ! = .125 had a weak relationship to the 
dependent variable but was statistically significant to the model.  Table 28 depicts the total 
amount of variance each final hierarchical model accounted for at each grade level. 
 
Table 27 
Summary of Hierarchical Regression Standardized Beta Values by Independent Variable 
Dependent Variable Independent Variable Standardized Beta Value 
Grade 6 NJ ASK LAL Households Over $200,000 .333 
No High School -.343 
All Families in Poverty 12  for 
Months 
-.366 
Female Households in Poverty .182 
Grade 7 NJ ASK LAL All People Under Poverty -.479 
Bachelor’s Degrees .357 
Households Over $200,000 .176 
Female Households in Poverty .125 
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Table 28 
Summary of Variance Accounted For Based on Hierarchical Models 
Grade 6 LAL 64% of Variance 
Grade 7 LAL  66% of Variance 
 
Research Question 1: How accurately can family and community variables predict a school’s 
percentage of students scoring Proficient or above on the 2010 NJ ASK 6 and 7 in Language 
Arts Literacy when controlling for teacher mobility and level of teacher education? 
Answer: Family and community variables accurately predicted 75% of the schools’ percentages 
of students scoring Proficient or above on the 2010 NJ ASK 6 in Language Arts Literacy when 
controlling for teacher mobility and level of teacher education.  Family and community variables 
accurately predicted 71.76% of the schools’ percentages of students scoring Proficient or above 
on the 2010 NJ ASK 7 in Language Arts Literacy when controlling for teacher mobility and level 
of teacher education. 
Research Question 2: Which combination of family and community variables can accurately 
predict a school’s percentage of students scoring Proficient or above on the 2010 NJ ASK 6 and 
7 in Language Arts Literacy when controlling for teacher mobility and level of teacher 
education? 
Answer: On the 2010 NJ ASK 6 LAL, the combination of family and community variables that 
can accurately predict a school’s percentage of students scoring Proficient or above includes 
percentage of households over $200,000, percentage of people with no high school, percentage 
of all families in poverty 12 months, and percentage of female households in poverty.  On the 
2010 NJ ASK 7 LAL, the combination of family and community variables that can accurately 
predict a school’s percentage of students scoring Proficient or above includes percentage of all 
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people under poverty, percentage of bachelor’s degrees within a community, percentage of 
households over $200,000, and percentage of female households in poverty. 
Null Hypothesis 1: No statistically significant relationship exists between the percentage of 
students scoring Proficient or above in Language Arts Literacy on the 2010 NJ ASK 6 and 
family and community variables when controlling for teacher mobility and level of teacher 
education. 
The null hypothesis was rejected.  A statistically significant relationship exists between 
the percentage of students scoring Proficient or above in Language Arts Literacy on the 2010 NJ 
ASK 6 and family and community variables. 
Null Hypothesis 2: No statistically significant relationship exists between the percentage of 
students scoring Proficient or above in Language Arts Literacy on the NJ ASK 7 and family and 
community variables when controlling for teacher mobility and level of teacher education. 
The null hypothesis was rejected.  A statistically significant relationship exists between 
the percentage of students scoring Proficient or above in Language Arts Literacy on the 2010 NJ 
ASK and family and community variables.   
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CHAPTER V 
CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Introduction 
This chapter includes an explanation of the findings of the study and offers 
recommendations for policy and practice as well as suggestions for areas of future research.   
The purpose of my study was to examine the predictive power of 19 community and family 
variables, while controlling for two school level variables, on student performance on the 2010 
NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy in Grades 6 and 7.  The literature indicates that student 
achievement on high-stakes standardized assessments are impacted by out-of-school factors such 
as poverty, household income, parents’ educational attainment, and lone-parent households.  The 
research also indicates that teacher mobility and levels of teacher education are two school level 
variables that can impact student achievement.  This study measured the impact of out-of-school 
factors combined with school level variables to inform the research in the areas of high-stakes 
assessment policy development, including its impact on educator evaluations, and student 
achievement. 
 Using a non-experimental, correlational, explanatory, cross-sectional design with 
quantitative methods, this study examined two overarching research questions: 
1. How accurately can family and community variables predict a school’s percentage of 
students scoring Proficient or above on the 2010 NJ ASK 6 and 7 in Language Arts 
Literacy when controlling for teacher mobility and level of teacher education? 
2. Which combination of family and community variables can accurately predict a 
school’s percentage of students scoring Proficient or above on the 2010 NJ ASK 6 
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and 7 in Language Arts Literacy when controlling for teacher mobility and level of 
teacher education? 
The results of this study support the findings of previous research done by Maylone 
(2002) and Turnamian and Tienken (2013), which revealed similar findings that demographic 
variables not only impact percentages of students scoring Proficient or above on standardized 
assessments in New Jersey, but those same variables can accurately predict the percentages of 
students scoring Proficient or above on the same assessments at the district level.  This study 
differs from that research in that it examined family and community variables at the school level.  
As a result, the findings of this study extend the literature and research in this area, as it is a more 
refined examination of the impact and predictive power of family and community variables on 
student achievement on standardized assessments in New Jersey.   
 The results of this study were revealing to me.  Percentage of households over $200,000 
and percentage of female households in poverty significantly influenced student performance on 
the 2010 NJ ASK LAL at both grade levels.  Previous research confirms that family income and 
lone-parent households can impact student achievement, and the results of this study support that 
conclusion.  It also confirms the conclusions of previous research that measures of poverty 
impact student outcomes as well.  Since the sanctions schools and teachers face under these laws 
are harsh, this study sought to further the research by examining whether or not data generated 
from high-stakes standardized assessments can or should be used to accurately measure the 
quality of educators and the schools in which they work.  The results of this study reveal that 
policymakers are missing the mark by creating policies, such as NCLB and ACHIEVENJ, that 
measure teacher and school quality based on student performance on high-stakes assessment, 
without considering the impact family and community variables have on student performance.     
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Recommendations for Policy 
Few would argue that the teacher evaluation system is in need of an overhaul (Darling-
Hammond, 2014).  However, over time, changes that have been made to policies that evaluate 
educators have drastically changed education’s focus and purpose and resulted in a system that 
now revolves around accountability and test scores.  Instead of concentrating on how to 
improve teacher quality, the emphasis has shifted to stringent standards and a laser-focused 
attempt to identify who is to blame for students’ outcomes (Carter & Welner, 2013).  Current 
policies in place are individualistic, competitive approaches that result in ranking and sorting 
teachers based on student outcomes on high-stakes assessments.  According to Darling-
Hammond (2014), this kind of unskilled use of test score data can have damaging 
ramifications and result in incentives for teachers to avoid the neediest students since value-
added measures that are based on student performance on high-stakes assessments are both 
unstable and biased for teachers who serve certain groups of students. 
 In an effort to improve education in the United States, policymakers have made multiple 
attempts to shift educational policy, as evidenced by the implementation of NCLB, Race to the 
Top, and ACHIEVENJ.  Such policies make decisions about teacher quality based largely on a 
single set of student scores on high-stakes assessments.  What is often lacking in these policies 
is an understanding that the neighborhood in which children grow up determines the quality of 
educational resources in the local public schools, or the recognition that schools do not operate 
independently of the larger social context in which they exist.  Teaching quality is 
fundamentally an equity issue (Minnici, 2014).  Carter & Welner (2013) explain as follows: 
Educational opportunities, however, are not just about formal education.  Schools do not 
exist as an independent social institution, somehow separate from larger society.  
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Instead, our schools and students are steeped within the folds of formidable economic, 
political, cultural, and social contexts.  We deceive ourselves if we believe that we can 
insulate schooling outcomes from poverty or wealth, from unemployment or wages, or 
from racism and discrimination” (p. 218). 
It is imperative that policymakers understand the literature on the impact of community and 
family variables on student achievement when developing policies that are designed to 
measure teacher effectiveness.   
While the research supports the fact that teachers may be the most important in-school 
factor that influences student achievement, they are not the only factor (Minnici, 2014).  
Policymakers must ensure that rigorous research and evidence are used to address educational 
problems, and policy decisions must be based on what is learned from that research and 
evidence (Minnici, 2014).  The answer is not to continue to treat the proverbial symptoms 
instead of attempting to identify the roots of the disease; a balance in one part of the social 
system, such as the school, is directly connected to the well being of other parts of it, including 
the home and community (Carter & Welner, 2013).  It is nearly impossible to attribute student 
gains in standardized test scores to a single teacher or to disentangle them from the many other 
influences on student learning, such as the community and family factors researched in this 
study (Darling-Hammond, 2014). 
 One of the consequences of a poorly designed policy which attempts to identify teacher 
or school quality through the use of student performance on high-stakes assessments is a loss 
of thousands of teachers, many of whom are misidentified as failing because the use of 
standardized tests as measures of teacher quality is an inherently flawed system.  Policymakers 
must recognize that this consequence could result in a constant turnover in school leadership, 
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in teaching staff, and closures of schools that may very well be effectively engaging students 
in learning (Carter & Welner, 2013).  Policymakers must abandon the idea that standardized 
test results can accurately measure teacher quality, as the results of this study and many others 
have continually debunked this approach.  They must also abandon the idea that schools 
operate in isolation of larger communities; and they must recognize the impact poverty, 
unemployment, family dynamics, and other demographic variables have on student 
achievement.   
 The problem from a policy perspective is not a lack of ideas about how to address a 
challenged system; it is instead a lack of collaboration with the experts in the field.  According 
to Minnici (2014), teachers are experts in their craft and therefore they have much to 
contribute to the design and implementation of teacher evaluation systems.  Including teachers 
in the policy development process promotes ownership and efficacy of the system.  As a result, 
the systems are more likely to produce improved teaching quality and increased student 
learning, but only when teachers believe the systems and approaches will help them be more 
effective with their students. 
Another concept policymakers should reconsider is the idea that schools and school 
districts should be governed under the same one-size-fits-all approach, with all control in the 
hands of the federal government.  Zhao (2010) believes that local control is the key to student 
achievement.  If policymakers return control to local school districts, the needs of students and 
their communities could be better met, as each district could address its needs through 
responsive, customized solutions that draw on evidence-based practices and ideas (Tienken & 
Orlich, 2013).   Implementing evaluation systems that include measures of teaching outcomes 
that are more connected to the curriculum, more connected to the practice of the teachers being 
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evaluated, and more connected to the students being taught could be more useful in the long 
run.  Such a system could include test scores of various kinds as determined by the local 
school, with greater weight placed on those tests that are the most direct measures of the 
content being studied and on the tests that are most appropriate for the students in the 
classroom (Darling-Hammond, 2014).   
It is important that policymakers recognize the power schools have, since they are at the 
center of a community.  “Not all towns are created equal, and the conditions on the ground can 
change dramatically, even within the span of a few short miles” (Tienken & Orlich, 2013, p. 
151).   As the theoretical framework of this study, Ecological systems theory reveals, 
policymakers must consider the transactions of the child with the family, school, and 
community if they plan to draw accurate conclusions about a child’s success.  Any 
assessments used to make judgments about students’ progress should be appropriate for the 
students the teachers teach and should reflect the curriculum the students are taught.  
Developing policy that utilizes multiple measures of student achievement, alongside classroom 
observations and examinations of other classroom evidence such as lesson plans, student 
assignments, and student work samples, could provide a more nuanced analysis of teacher 
quality that is better connected to the curriculum and the students being taught (Darling-
Hammond, 2014). 
 Finally, any serious conversation about education should not only always consider the 
impact a child’s family and community have on his or her outcomes, but also should consider a 
balance between input-focused policies and output-focused policies.   
An imbalanced focus on outputs has led to a harsh and unfair blaming of schools and 
educators for many factors that are outside their control.  It has also led to impotent 
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policies that cruelly and harmfully ignore children’s genuine needs.  But an imbalanced 
focus on inputs—one that fails to carefully evaluate outcomes—would likely lead to 
unchecked investment in many inefficient and ineffective approaches.  Wise policies 
heed both ends of the process” (Carter & Welner, 2013, p. 226). 
Although there is a need to assess both inputs and outputs, the results of the research reveal that 
instead of using results from high-stakes standardized assessments to measure student 
outcomes, a better practice could include low-stakes, more informative assessment that enables 
teachers to understand how well students are learning so that they can respond to their needs 
accordingly.  Teachers and students could benefit from the use of portfolio assessment practices 
that expect students to use a range of critical thinking skills (Carter & Welner, 2013).  
Evaluation policies should allow teachers the opportunity to be evaluated using portfolios that 
are reflective of their teaching practices and provide evidence of student learning (Darling-
Hammond, 2014).  
Recommendations for Practice 
 To improve the capacity of the nation’s teaching force, teacher evaluation systems must 
provide ample support for administrators and teachers who are on the ground implementing 
them.  Research has revealed that educators are far from ducking the issue of evaluation.  
Instead, most teachers want more from an evaluation system, as they crave useful feedback and 
welcome the feedback that helps to improve their practice (Darling-Hammond, 2014).   
 One of the most important functions school administrators serve is to continually offer 
teachers the opportunity to improve their practice.  Administrators must be properly trained 
evaluators and be knowledgeable about best teaching practices so that they can be mentors to 
teachers who need additional assistance in the classroom.  Administrators should also 
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collaborate with one another when overseeing the evaluation process to ensure it is thorough, 
high-quality, fair, and reliable (Darling-Hammond, 2014).  Working conditions in schools must 
be monitored, teachers must be provided appropriate materials to teach, and the curriculum 
must not be flawed.  This is especially true in schools that serve the nation’s most vulnerable 
populations.  As indicated in this research, community variables influence student performance 
on assessments.  School finance laws draw a clear line between rich and poor schools.  Under-
resourced schools can undermine the effectiveness of any teacher and can impact the learning 
of any student (Darling-Hammond, 2014). 
 Another recommendation for practice includes increased opportunities for teachers to 
engage with professional learning communities that support the improvement of teachers and 
their craft.  Strong professional learning communities require leadership that establishes vision, 
creates opportunities and expectations for joint work, and finds the resources needed to support 
the work, including expertise and times for teachers to meet (Darling-Hammond, 2014).  
Teachers can improve their practice through examining data related to the students they teach, 
analyzing student work, determining effective strategies to facilitate learning, observing and 
coaching one another and developing and scoring common classroom-based assessments to 
measure student progress (Darling-Hammond, 2014).  Administrators, however, must work 
closely with teachers engaged with professional learning communities to make sure that the 
time spent collaborating is meaningful and not wasted. 
Through professional learning communities, administrators should also offer teachers 
targeted professional development that is aligned with the goals of the school and the 
curriculum.  Feedback from administrators to teachers should be timely so that the teachers 
needing assistance can be identified quickly and the high-quality teachers can be identified as 
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mentors for teachers in need of assistance.  Peer collaboration, observation, and coaching 
opportunities should be made available by administrators so that learning can be ongoing and 
targeted to specific teachers’ needs.   
Furthermore, professional learning communities offer a collaborative opportunity for 
teachers to work on developing curriculum and content that maximizes student engagement, 
rather than a hyper-focus on subjects that are tested, such as English Language Arts and 
mathematics.  Administrators should support teachers in their design and critique of the 
curriculum, as they are most aware of the needs of the children they teach and are most able to 
connect the students with the content.  Unfortunately, teachers that serve mostly poor minority 
and immigrant children are under more urgent pressure to raise test scores and meet federal 
requirements to avoid sanctions.  Policies that support the use of lower-stakes assessments such 
as portfolio assessments or performance-based assessments could encourage this type of 
instruction in the classroom.  Most teachers are afraid to take risks within their classrooms and 
stray away from drilling students in skills required to pass high-stakes assessments since how 
students perform on those assessments will ultimately determine their fate.  This is especially 
true in high-poverty communities where schools and teachers are under increased pressure to 
avoid federal and state sanctions for poor performance on standardized assessments.  
Administrators need to be sensitive to the fears and anxieties teachers have related to the current 
evaluation practices, and they should offer every opportunity for teachers to collaborate and 
develop sophisticated practices. 
The results of this study, as well as the findings from Maylone (2002), Turnamian and 
Tienken (2013), and Tienken (2015), reveal that how students perform on high-stakes, 
standardized assessments is greatly impacted by out-of-school community factors.  Therefore, 
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in order for teaching practices to change, policies must support a wider approach to assessment.  
Rather than encourage teachers to narrow curriculum to match the standardized curriculum, it 
would be helpful if teachers could locally develop tests that assess a curriculum they have 
chosen that is connected to their students, meets the unique needs of their schools and their 
communities, and reflects the goals of their school boards and parents (Tienken, 2013).     
Recommendations for Future Research 
 This research examined the impact school and community variables had on student 
achievement on the 2010 NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy section for Grades 6 and 7.  Further 
research in this area should be conducted.  Recommendations are as follows: 
1. Conduct a similar study using school level variables not researched in this study to 
determine what, if any, impact they have on student achievement. 
2. Conduct a study that examines the results of this study to determine why the schools 
whose percentages of students scoring Proficient or above were unable to be 
predicted, while other schools’ results could be predicted. 
3. Conduct a similar study using the same independent variables this study used but 
using local assessments given at a particular grade level to determine the impact 
family, community, and/or school level variables have on student outcomes. 
4. Recreate this study using percentages of students scoring Proficient or above from 
another school year to determine if assessment results in other years are impacted by 
the same independent variables represented in this study. 
5. Conduct a study on the schools that achieved higher than the predicted results on the 
NJ ASK LAL 6 or NJ ASK LAL 7 this study found and examine the reasons why 
those schools outperformed schools with similar demographics. 
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6. Conduct a similar study in another state to determine the impact community, family, 
and/or school level variables have on student achievement as measured by that 
state’s high-stakes standardized assessments. 
7. Conduct a study seeking data on teachers’ and/or administrators’ perceptions of the 
current evaluation system and its impact on curriculum and student achievement. 
8. Conduct a study examining the mobility rate of teachers impacted by the 
assessment-driven evaluation system and its impact on student achievement. 
9. Conduct a study that examines the opportunities for learning that exist in schools in 
impoverished neighborhoods to determine the impact on student achievement of 
high-stakes assessments used for teacher evaluation. 
10. Conduct a similar study using longitudinal data by including multiple years of state 
assessment data that represents the same cohorts of students to determine if the 
impact of family, community, or school level variables changes from year to year. 
Conclusions  
 This research revealed interesting results.  At both grade levels, household income over 
$200,000 was a statistically significant predictor.  Poverty was also a statistically significant 
predictor at both grade levels.  However, what I found surprising was that the percentage of 
households over $200,000 accounted for the most variance at the sixth grade level.  Prior to 
conducting this research, I assumed poverty would be the strongest predictor.  I was also 
surprised that my results revealed that the percentage of people with no high school 
contributed more to the dependent variable than conditions of poverty did at the sixth grade 
level.  Female households in poverty also appeared in both final models as well.  Overall, both 
final hierarchical models at both grade levels demonstrate that income and educational 
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attainment of the community are important predictors of student achievement on high-stakes 
assessments.  
Although the dependent variable in this study represents a snapshot, a single point in 
time in a student’s career, it is a snapshot that is tied to school accountability and teacher 
performance.  As a result, the results of this study indicate that family and community factors 
significantly impact student outcomes on these high-stakes measures.  Therefore, it is critical 
that policymakers consider these results, and the results of other studies like mine, when 
deeming state assessments accurate measurements of teacher effectiveness or school quality.  
The results of this study revealed the importance of viewing schools as critical 
components of a larger social context.  Policymakers cannot view schools as isolated places that 
are unaffected by the demographics of the communities in which they exist.  Ways to improve 
parents’ education should be considered, perhaps by offering courses through community 
colleges or other adult education programs, since high school education, as well as percentage of 
bachelor’s degrees within a community, were significant predictors of student achievement.  
Sociological research has revealed that students from impoverished backgrounds come to school 
with fewer intellectually stimulating life experiences as well as lower levels of academic 
achievement (Tienken & Zhao, 2013).  Also significant is the fact that children from 
impoverished backgrounds are less likely to come to preschool and kindergarten knowing their 
letters and being able to read (Tienken & Zhao, 2103).  Since low levels of literacy among 
parents can be symptomatic of low levels of parental education overall, it would be wise for 
policymakers to consider plans that help improve the education levels of a community.   
This research reveals that student achievement is impacted by demographic variables and 
it is important that schools and teachers utilize practices that actually have the potential to reduce 
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the opportunity gap for students, rather than utilize practices that reduce the curriculum to testing 
subjects only.  Students from poverty are less likely to be exposed to a vast curriculum that 
fosters innovation and creativity and are also less likely to perform well on standardized 
assessments, thus requiring teachers to spend more time prepping them for the high-stakes 
exams.  The theoretical framework for this research, ecological systems theory, is rooted in the 
belief that children can reach their maximum potential only when their immediate sphere of 
influence, which includes the school, the family, and the community, work together.  The current 
teacher evaluation system in New Jersey does not recognize the importance of this connection 
and is instead in direct conflict with this theory and the hundreds of years of social sciences 
research that indicates the same.   
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-
.629
** 
-.608** 
.761
** 
.856** 
-
.423
** 
.420
** 
.046 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .421 
N 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
All Fams 
Pov 12 
mnths 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.652** .677** .480** 
.632
** 
.237** 
-
.533
** 
-.435** 
.275
** 
-
.284
** 
-
.013 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .815 
N 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
Female 
House 
Pov 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.263** .294** .196** 
.343
** 
.181** 
-
.341
** 
-.265** 
.186
** 
-
.199
** 
.010 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .001 .000 .858 
N 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
All 
People 
under 
Pov 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.646** .681** .564** 
.703
** 
.262** 
-
.570
** 
-.486** 
.280
** 
-
.285
** 
-
.016 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .778 
N 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
Lone 
Parent 
Male 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.293** .604** .309** 
.422
** 
.231** 
-
.399
** 
-.328** 
.261
** 
-
.259
** 
-
.051 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .374 
N 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
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Lone 
Parent 
Female 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
1 .934** .473** 
.550
** 
.248** 
-
.492
** 
-.408** 
.299
** 
-
.306
** 
-
.069 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .225 
N 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
Lone 
Parent 
househol
d (total) 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.934** 1 .502** 
.606
** 
.293** 
-
.551
** 
-.458** 
.340
** 
-
.345
** 
-
.089 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .119 
N 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
Less than 
9th grade 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.473** .502** 1 
.860
** 
.063 
-
.503
** 
-.475** 
.143
* 
-
.142
* 
-
.025 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000  .000 .269 .000 .000 .012 .012 .661 
N 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
No HS Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.550** .606** .860** 1 .256** 
-
.760
** 
-.704** 
.336
** 
-
.336
** 
-
.060 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .290 
N 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
Some 
College 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.248** .293** .063 
.256
** 
1 
-
.638
** 
-.669** 
.423
** 
-
.420
** 
-
.016 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .269 .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 .783 
N 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
BA Pearson 
Correlati
on 
-.492** -.551** -.503** 
-
.760
** 
-.638** 1 .849** 
-
.526
** 
.523
** 
.000 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 .000 .999 
N 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
Advance
d Degree 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
-.408** -.458** -.475** 
-
.704
** 
-.669** 
.849
** 
1 
-
.475
** 
.471
** 
.037 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 .515 
N 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
BABS Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.299** .340** .143* 
.336
** 
.423** 
-
.526
** 
-.475** 1 
-
.997
** 
-
.077 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .012 .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 .177 
N 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
MAMS Pearson 
Correlati
on 
-.306** -.345** -.142* 
-
.336
** 
-.420** 
.523
** 
.471** 
-
.997
** 
1 .079 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .012 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  .164 
N 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
MOBILI
TY 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
-.069 -.089 -.025 
-
.060 
-.016 .000 .037 
-
.077 
.079 1 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.225 .119 .661 .290 .783 .999 .515 .177 .164  
N 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 311 
 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix B 
 
Predictive Town/School Percentage Proficient or Above: 2010 NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy 
Grade 6 
 
2010 NJ ASK LAL Grade 6 (Percentage of Households Over $200,000, Percentage of All 
Families in Poverty 12 months, Percentage of Female Households in Poverty, Percentage of No 
High School): Standard error = + or - 8.64 
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 2010 NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy Grade 6 
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2010 NJ ASK LAL Grade 7 Correlation Matrix with All 21 Independent Variables Included 
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2010 NJ ASK LAL Grade 7 Correlation Matrix  
 
Correlations 
 
P + 
AP 
Total 
LA 
Empl
oy 
Statu
s 
HS 
Un 
25k 
HS 
Un 
35k 
HS 
ov 
200
k 
per 
fam 
U 
25k 
per 
fam 
U 
35k 
per 
fam 
ov 
200k 
All 
Fams 
Pov 
12 
mnth
s 
Fem
ale 
Hous
e 
Pov 
All 
Peop
le 
unde
r Pov 
Lone 
Pare
nt 
Male 
P + 
AP 
Total 
LA 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
1 
-
.301*
* 
-
.68
9** 
-
.70
8** 
.663
** 
-
.696*
* 
-
.707*
* 
.644*
* 
-
.647*
* 
-
.346*
* 
-
.696*
* 
-
.379*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
 .000 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
Emplo
y 
Status 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
-
.301*
* 
1 
.23
3** 
.25
8** 
-
.566
** 
.142* 
.185*
* 
-
.502*
* 
.091 .005 .134* 
.240*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000  
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .014 .001 .000 .116 .936 .020 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
HS Un 
25k 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
-
.689*
* 
.233*
* 
1 
.96
0** 
-
.603
** 
.896*
* 
.862*
* 
-
.570*
* 
.850*
* 
.554*
* 
.889*
* 
.407*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .000  
.00
0 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
HS Un 
35k 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
-
.708*
* 
.258*
* 
.96
0** 
1 
-
.660
** 
.858*
* 
.889*
* 
-
.622*
* 
.817*
* 
.531*
* 
.862*
* 
.435*
* 
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Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 
.00
0 
 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
HS ov 
200k 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
.663*
* 
-
.566*
* 
-
.60
3** 
-
.66
0** 
1 
-
.486*
* 
-
.549*
* 
.921*
* 
-
.440*
* 
-
.285*
* 
-
.484*
* 
-
.330*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 
.00
0 
.00
0 
 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
per 
fam U 
25k 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
-
.696*
* 
.142* 
.89
6** 
.85
8** 
-
.486
** 
1 
.934*
* 
-
.467*
* 
.929*
* 
.584*
* 
.940*
* 
.487*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .014 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
per 
fam U 
35k 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
-
.707*
* 
.185*
* 
.86
2** 
.88
9** 
-
.549
** 
.934*
* 
1 
-
.526*
* 
.879*
* 
.542*
* 
.897*
* 
.500*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .001 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
per 
fam ov 
200k 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
.644*
* 
-
.502*
* 
-
.57
0** 
-
.62
2** 
.921
** 
-
.467*
* 
-
.526*
* 
1 
-
.421*
* 
-
.255*
* 
-
.464*
* 
-
.277*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .000 .000  .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
   
 
196 
All 
Fams 
Pov 12 
mnths 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
-
.647*
* 
.091 
.85
0** 
.81
7** 
-
.440
** 
.929*
* 
.879*
* 
-
.421*
* 
1 
.673*
* 
.949*
* 
.453*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .116 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
Femal
e 
House 
Pov 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
-
.346*
* 
.005 
.55
4** 
.53
1** 
-
.285
** 
.584*
* 
.542*
* 
-
.255*
* 
.673*
* 
1 
.595*
* 
.268*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .936 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
All 
People 
under 
Pov 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
-
.696*
* 
.134* 
.88
9** 
.86
2** 
-
.484
** 
.940*
* 
.897*
* 
-
.464*
* 
.949*
* 
.595*
* 
1 
.475*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .020 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
Lone 
Parent 
Male 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
-
.379*
* 
.240*
* 
.40
7** 
.43
5** 
-
.330
** 
.487*
* 
.500*
* 
-
.277*
* 
.453*
* 
.268*
* 
.475*
* 
1 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
Lone 
Parent 
Femal
e 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
-
.573*
* 
.216*
* 
.60
4** 
.62
3** 
-
.403
** 
.684*
* 
.710*
* 
-
.420*
* 
.677*
* 
.309*
* 
.663*
* 
.376*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
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N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
Lone 
Parent 
househ
old 
(total) 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
-
.595*
* 
.260*
* 
.62
9** 
.65
8** 
-
.444
** 
.719*
* 
.750*
* 
-
.438*
* 
.704*
* 
.338*
* 
.700*
* 
.647*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
Less 
than 
9th 
grade 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
-
.497*
* 
.164*
* 
.61
1** 
.62
7** 
-
.417
** 
.652*
* 
.658*
* 
-
.404*
* 
.571*
* 
.292*
* 
.640*
* 
.386*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .004 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
No HS Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
-
.679*
* 
.279*
* 
.77
0** 
.78
8** 
-
.618
** 
.754*
* 
.768*
* 
-
.604*
* 
.685*
* 
.413*
* 
.743*
* 
.468*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
Some 
Colleg
e 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
-
.416*
* 
.376*
* 
.26
4** 
.32
6** 
-
.619
** 
.183*
* 
.239*
* 
-
.574*
* 
.193*
* 
.163*
* 
.206*
* 
.163*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .001 .000 .000 .001 .005 .000 .005 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
BA Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
.729*
* 
-
.462*
* 
-
.66
5** 
-
.71
7** 
.815
** 
-
.588*
* 
-
.632*
* 
.761*
* 
-
.556*
* 
-
.379*
* 
-
.576*
* 
-
.412*
* 
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Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
Advan
ced 
Degre
e 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
.658*
* 
-
.475*
* 
-
.59
1** 
-
.65
1** 
.896
** 
-
.504*
* 
-
.558*
* 
.852*
* 
-
.451*
* 
-
.299*
* 
-
.485*
* 
-
.333*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
BABS Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
-
.391*
* 
.355*
* 
.33
8** 
.36
6** 
-
.479
** 
.279*
* 
.292*
* 
-
.419*
* 
.278*
* 
.161*
* 
.278*
* 
.257*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .005 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
MAM
S 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
.394*
* 
-
.356*
* 
-
.34
1** 
-
.36
8** 
.475
** 
-
.287*
* 
-
.298*
* 
.417*
* 
-
.287*
* 
-
.176*
* 
-
.285*
* 
-
.256*
* 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 
.00
0 
.00
0 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .002 .000 .000 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
MOBI
LITY 
Pearso
n 
Correl
ation 
.031 -.065 
-
.09
0 
-
.07
9 
.034 -.045 -.052 .036 -.033 .012 -.036 -.036 
Sig. 
(2-
tailed) 
.587 .257 
.12
0 
.17
3 
.554 .441 .371 .538 .570 .834 .531 .535 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
 
Correlations 
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Lone 
Parent 
Femal
e 
Lone 
Parent 
househ
old 
(total) 
Less 
than 
9th 
grade 
No 
HS 
Some 
Colleg
e BA 
Advan
ced 
Degree 
BA
BS 
MA
MS 
MO
BILI
TY 
P + AP 
Total LA 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
-.573** -.595** -.497** 
-
.679
** 
-.416** 
.729
** 
.658** 
-
.391
** 
.394
** 
.031 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .587 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
Employ 
Status 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.216** .260** .164** 
.279
** 
.376** 
-
.462
** 
-.475** 
.355
** 
-
.356
** 
-
.065 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .004 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .257 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
HS Un 
25k 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.604** .629** .611** 
.770
** 
.264** 
-
.665
** 
-.591** 
.338
** 
-
.341
** 
-
.090 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .120 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
HS Un 
35k 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.623** .658** .627** 
.788
** 
.326** 
-
.717
** 
-.651** 
.366
** 
-
.368
** 
-
.079 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .173 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
HS ov 
200k 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
-.403** -.444** -.417** 
-
.618
** 
-.619** 
.815
** 
.896** 
-
.479
** 
.475
** 
.034 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .554 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
per fam 
U 25k 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.684** .719** .652** 
.754
** 
.183** 
-
.588
** 
-.504** 
.279
** 
-
.287
** 
-
.045 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .441 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
per fam 
U 35k 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.710** .750** .658** 
.768
** 
.239** 
-
.632
** 
-.558** 
.292
** 
-
.298
** 
-
.052 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .371 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
per fam 
ov 200k 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
-.420** -.438** -.404** 
-
.604
** 
-.574** 
.761
** 
.852** 
-
.419
** 
.417
** 
.036 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .538 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
All Fams 
Pov 12 
mnths 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.677** .704** .571** 
.685
** 
.193** 
-
.556
** 
-.451** 
.278
** 
-
.287
** 
-
.033 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .570 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
Female 
House 
Pov 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.309** .338** .292** 
.413
** 
.163** 
-
.379
** 
-.299** 
.161
** 
-
.176
** 
.012 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .005 .000 .000 .005 .002 .834 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
All 
People 
under 
Pov 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.663** .700** .640** 
.743
** 
.206** 
-
.576
** 
-.485** 
.278
** 
-
.285
** 
-
.036 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .531 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
Lone 
Parent 
Male 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.376** .647** .386** 
.468
** 
.163** 
-
.412
** 
-.333** 
.257
** 
-
.256
** 
-
.036 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .005 .000 .000 .000 .000 .535 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
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Lone 
Parent 
Female 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
1 .945** .527** 
.592
** 
.188** 
-
.507
** 
-.415** 
.305
** 
-
.316
** 
-
.090 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .117 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
Lone 
Parent 
househol
d (total) 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.945** 1 .563** 
.643
** 
.211** 
-
.553
** 
-.453** 
.332
** 
-
.341
** 
-
.098 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000  .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .089 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
Less than 
9th grade 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.527** .563** 1 
.884
** 
-.004 
-
.490
** 
-.453** 
.153
** 
-
.157
** 
-
.064 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000  .000 .944 .000 .000 .008 .006 .269 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
No HS Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.592** .643** .884** 1 .180** 
-
.740
** 
-.680** 
.329
** 
-
.332
** 
-
.082 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000  .002 .000 .000 .000 .000 .156 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
Some 
College 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.188** .211** -.004 
.180
** 
1 
-
.596
** 
-.636** 
.418
** 
-
.411
** 
.020 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.001 .000 .944 .002  .000 .000 .000 .000 .728 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
BA Pearson 
Correlati
on 
-.507** -.553** -.490** 
-
.740
** 
-.596** 1 .851** 
-
.526
** 
.525
** 
-
.004 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 .000 .951 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
Advance
d Degree 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
-.415** -.453** -.453** 
-
.680
** 
-.636** 
.851
** 
1 
-
.474
** 
.471
** 
.025 
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Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 .000 .670 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
BABS Pearson 
Correlati
on 
.305** .332** .153** 
.329
** 
.418** 
-
.526
** 
-.474** 1 
-
.996
** 
-
.064 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .008 .000 .000 .000 .000  .000 .266 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
MAMS Pearson 
Correlati
on 
-.316** -.341** -.157** 
-
.332
** 
-.411** 
.525
** 
.471** 
-
.996
** 
1 .069 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.000 .000 .006 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000  .233 
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
MOBILI
TY 
Pearson 
Correlati
on 
-.090 -.098 -.064 
-
.082 
.020 
-
.004 
.025 
-
.064 
.069 1 
Sig. (2-
tailed) 
.117 .089 .269 .156 .728 .951 .670 .266 .233  
N 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 301 
 
**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
*. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix D 
Predictive Town/School Percentage Proficient or Above: 2010 NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy 
Grade 7 
 
2010 NJ ASK LAL Grade 7 (Percentage of Households Over $200,000, Percentage of Female 
Households in Poverty, Percentage of All People in Poverty, Percentage of Bachelor’s Degrees): 
Standard error = + or - 8.72 
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2010 NJ ASK Language Arts Literacy Grade 7 
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